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ABSTRACT

- © Austin's Title I program provided 6,300 students u1tn
supplemental readlng instruction, guidance and counsellng, and parent

.involvement services. The evaluation focused upon answering and
-prov&dihg supporting data for two system=level and twel ve

program-leyvel decision questions; forty-one evaluation findings were
reported.:&bpportlng data were collected from classroom observation;
questionnaires for teachlers, parents, principals, and Title I statf;
student records; and stahdarized tests. The majority of ,Title I
students. achieved below.the national norms for reading and
mathematlcs at all grade levels except first, and fell progresszvely
behind ~through the fifth grade. Needs were identified in the areas ot
reading and mathematics achievement and attendance. Coordinaticn ot
Title I activities with other compensatory programs was mynlmal. The
program's use of school staff and parents did not - produce 1mproved
achlevement. No answer was available about the best grade level for
delivery. of Title I services. The methods for identifying Title I
schools and students were successful in locating schools wita the
lowest average achievement, and students within those schools with
the lowest achievement levels. Teacher expectation was either -
unrelated to student achievemedt or unmeasurable through
questionnalres. (Program desquptlons and characterlstlcs of tae
participating. schools are provided). (CP)
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ABSTRACT &

~

Evaluation of ESEA Title I?‘l976-77

Descriptiom of Program

.or in groups for
xacademic putpose

Austin's Title I Program was designed to provide low-achieving students in
low-income schools with suppléemental reading instruction, guidance and
counseling, and parental involvement services The five components and

theilr approximate 76— 77 expenditures are listed below.

Component Estimated 76-77 Expenditures
Basic Skills Instruction. $825,000 \ |
- Guidance and Counseling ~220,000 ;
Parental Involvement | , 120,000
Administration v ‘ | 57,000
Non—Public Schools - _ 7,200

i
An additional $110;000 was expended in indirect costs, other administration
expenses, and- equipment purchases. .

The 20 Austin public schools with the highest concentration of students

from low-income familes, two non~public schools, and one agency for neglected
and delfnquent children were involved in program activities. In all, about
6,300 students were identified as being educationally disadvantaged according
to the Distric¥'s criteria. Throughout ‘the Year, approximately 5,500 students
were provided direct instructional services by Title I funded personnel.

Insttuction was provided by learning coordinators, reading teachers, and
aides assigned to the campuses. Each school had its own unique staffing’
pattern and organization. Most schqols operated reading labs and/or

learning centers where students were instructed in small groups on a ro-

tating basis.

Fifteen schools had Title I counselors who worked with students 1ndividually
ventative, developmental, behavioral, attendance, and

Thirteen schools hadéritle I community representatives who worked with the

'jparents of Title I students. Attendance was a major focus along with in-
-forming and involving the parents in school- activities

3
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The Parent Advisory Committee met regularly to review the progress of the

Title I Program and to provide their advice in the planning and conducting
of program activities.

Evaluation Purposes o y
i .

The major purpose of the Evaluation Component was to provide decision makers
with information useful in planning, implementing, and revising the Title I -
Program. Evaluation served as an information resource for feedback on the
progress of on-going activities, Assessment of the student needs in Title I
schools, identification of students to be served, and the level of attainment
of stated objectives. Although the evaluation activities were conducted

in an accountability framework, the information collected through evaluation
activities also provided a service function to the Title I staff and the
District. . . - .

L

Evaluation Activities - - ) v

The Evaluation Component monitored the delivery of Title I instructional and
supportive services to identified students through observing Title I students,
reviewing school records, analyzing nine-week service reports, and interviewing
key personnel. Findings were reported formally and informally to Title I
personnel throughout, the year.

Student outcomes affected by Title I activities were measutred through stan-
dardized tests of reading achievement and basic concepts, attendance re-
cords, and teachers' ratings of students' classroom behavior. i
Parents awareness of and participation in Title I and other school activities
"were assessed through mail-out questionnaires and records of the Title I
Parent Advisory Committee. <
‘The Title I evaluation staff included a senior evaluator, an evaluator, a
computer programmer, three evaluation agsistants, and a secretary. All
but two evaluation assistants were also funded from other compensatory education
programs as part of an organizational plan to coordinate the evaluation of
-~ these programs. The cost of Title I evaluation activities was about $62,0Q0.

. . -

Evaluation Findings

The 76-77 Title I Program attempted to serve a large number of students, and,
as a result, did not concentrate enough attention on each student to have
a measurable effect on student: outcomes., N

.vKindergarteners served made gains in the acquisition of basic concepts above
the program objective .level set; however, the gains meéasured for students in
grades one through five were short of program objective levels. Even with a

v




(P
combination~ef imstructional, counseling, and parental involvement services,
Title I students fell £arther behind the averages for students in Austin
and the nation. . .

Evaluation findings are reported in relation to the decision questions
° identified for the Title I Program by the District. -

{
Needs identified for Title I students were in the areas of achievement in
both reading and math, and attendance. Although counseling and parental
involvement were designated as needs by the majority of teachers and prin-
cipals in Title I schools, instructional personnel, instruction%% materials,
and clerical aides were ranked higher.

Coordination of Title I activities- with other programs and the Department of
Elementary Education was studied and found to be minimal. Planning, imple-
menting, and supervising of activities are Tonducted without much coordination;
however, the students, teachers, and campuses involved in various programs
- overlap to a large extent. For example, about half of the Title I students
4 are served by at least one other major compensatory program with communication
skills as a primary focus.

Roles and staffing patterns were studied to measure their appropriateness for
delivering services to Title I students. .The cyrrent staffing patterns pro-
" vide fewer than 90% of the identified Title Sfudents with instrustional
" - services. Counselors and community representatiives are not .assigned to six
project campuses. They served ghout three four S of the Title I _students
! " on the campuses to which they we?! assigged. e concentration of effort
' by Title I personnel on Title I students lessened by the large number
of students’ identified for Title: I services.

“  On the average, a Title I student received abeout $ven minutes a day of
direct ‘instruction from Title I personnel. Title I students received the
same amount of overall instructional time as non-Title I students; however,
some differences were evident. Title I students worked with their own
classroom teacher more and with other instructors more than non-Title I
students. Title I students worked in slightly larger groups than their . -
non-Title I classmates, but much smaller groups than did students in non-
Title I schools. . .

J . v

The best grade level for delivery of Title I services was explored without
much being found. Research has not provided an answer to this question..
In Austin, the Title I'kindergarteners are the only group not falling

- farther behind national norms from fall to spring

T

Adopting a coordinated curriculum within a school was favored by a majority’
of teachers; however, fewer than half approved of coordination among campuses.
- Currently, a variety of reading approaches and materials are being used.
—— Title I ledrning coordinators and reading teachers do not feel that they
should begin to use the same curriculum as the classroom teachers. -

Yo
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ABSTRACT &

~

Evaluation of ESEA Title I?‘l976-77

Descriptiom of Program

.or in groups for
:academic putpose

Austin's Title I Program was designed to provide low-achieving students in
low-income schools with suppléemental reading instruction, guidance and
counseling, and parental involvement services. The five components and

their approximate 76-77 expenditures are listed below.

Component Estimated 76-77 Expenditures
Basic Skills Instruction. $825,000 \ |
- Guidance and Couoseling ~220,000 ;
Parental Involvement | , 120,000
Administration v ‘ | 57,000
Non-Public Schools - _ 7,200

i
An additional $110,000 was expended in indirect costs, other administration
expenses, and- equipment purchases.

The 20 Austin public schools with the highest concentration of students

from low-income familes, two non~public schools, and one agency for neglected
and delfnquent children were involved in program activities. In all, about
6,300 students were identified as,being\educatioqally disadvantaged according
to the Distric¥'s criteria. Throughout the year, approximately 5,500 students
were provided direct instructional services by Title I funded personnel.

Insttuction was provided by learning coordinators, reading teachers, and
aides assigned to the campuses. Each school had its own unique staffing’
pattern and organization. Most schqols operated reading labs and/or

learning centers where students were instructed in small groups on a ro-

tating basis.

Fifteen schools had Title I counselors who worked with students 1ndividually
vegtative, developmental, behavioral, attendance, and

Thirteen schools hadéritle I community representatives who worked with the

'jparents of Title I students. Attendance was a major focus along with in-
-forming and involving the parents in school- activities

3

i0




o

The Parent Advisory Committee met regularly to review the progress of the

Title I Program and to provide their advice in the planning and conducting
of program activities.

Evaluation Purposes o y
i .

The major purpose of the Evaluation Component was to provide decision makers
with information useful in planning, implementing, and revising the Title I -
Program. Evaluation served as an information resource for feedback on the
progress of on-going activities, Assessment of the student needs in Title I
schools, identification of students to be served, and the level of attainment
of stated objectives. Although the evaluation activities were conducted

in an accountability framework, the information collected through evaluation
activities also provided a service function to the Title I staff and the
District. . - .

B
L

Evaluation Activities ' - - ) v

The Evaluation Component monitored the delivery of Title I instructional and
supportive services to identified students through observing Title I students,
reviewing school records, analyzing nine-week service reports, and interviewing
key personnel. Findings were reported formally and informally to Title I
personnel throughout, the year.

vStudent outcomes affected by Title I activities were measutred through stan-
dardized tests of reading achievement and basic concepts, attendance re-
cords, and teachers' ratings of students classroom behavior. i

Parents awareness of and participation in Title I and other school activities
"were assessed through mail-out questionnaires and records of the Title I

Parent Advisory Committee. <

‘The Title I evaluation staff included a senior evaluator, an evaluator, a
computer programmer, three evaluation agsistants, and a secretary. All

but two evaluation assistants were also funded from other compensatory education
programs as part of an organizational plan to coordinate the evaluation of

" these programs. The cost of Title I evaluation activities was about $62,0Q0.

. . -

Evaluation Findings

The 76-77 Title I Program attempted to serve a large number of students, and,
as a result, did not concentrate enough attention on each student to have

a measurable effect on student: outcomes., N

.vKindergarteners served made gains in the acquisition of basic concepts above
the program objective .level set; however, the gains meéasured for students in
grades one through five were short of program objective levels. Even with a

v
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combination~ef imstructional, counseling, and parental involvement services,
Title I students fell £arther behind the averages for students in Austin
and the nation. .

Evaluation findings are reported in relation to the decision questions
identified for the Title I Program by the District. -

{
Needs identified for Title I students were in the areas of achievement in
both reading and math, and attendance. Although counseling and parental
involvement were designated as needs by the majority of teachers and prin-
cipals in Title I schools, instructional personnel, instruction%% materials,
and clerical aides were ranked higher.

Coordination of Title I activities- with other programs and the Department of
Elementary Education was studied and found to be minimal. Planning, imple-
menting, and supervising of activities are Tonducted without much coordination;
however, the students, teachers, and campuses involved in various programs
- overlap to a large extent. For example, about half of the Title I students
4 are served by at least one other major compensatory program with communication
skills as a primary focus.

Roles and staffing patterns were studied to measure their appropriateness for
delivering services to Title I students. .The cyrrent staffing patterns pro-
" vide fewer than 90% of the identified Title'P.s udents with instruational

" - services. Counselors and community representatiives are not .assigned to six
project campuses. They served ghout three four S of the Title I _students
on the campuses to which they we assigged. e concentration of effort
by Title I personnel on Title I students lessened by the large number
of students’ identified for Title: I services.

“  On the average, a Title I student received abeout $ven minutes a day of
direct ‘instruction from Title I personnel. Title I students received the
same amount of overall instructional time as non-Title I students; however,
some differences were evident. Title I students worked with their own
classroom teacher more and with other instructors more than non-Title I
students. Title I students worked in slightly larger groups than their
non-Title I classmates, but much smaller groups than did students in non-

Title I schools.

-

/

The best grade level for delivery of Title I services was explored without
much being found. Research has not provided an answer to this question..
In Austin, the Title I'kindergarteners are the only group not falling

- farther behind national norms from fall to spring

T

Adopting a coordinated curriculum within a school was favored by a majority’
of teachers; however, fewer than half approved of coordination among campuses.
- Currently, a variety of reading approaches and materials are being used.
—— Title I ledrning coordinators and reading teachers do not feel that they
should begin to use the same curriculum as the classroom teachers. -

D
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‘- L Ihegcurrent Eethods for identifyihgﬁTitle I schools and students .have been
o . successful;in lo§ating ‘the’ schools with the lowest average achievement and -
?L. ' the, students within thosé schodls with- the lowest achievement Ievels. The

. current criter}a do a}low students achieviﬁg at or abo¥e grade level to be
identifie@ - «@? s
CommunicatingﬁTitle 1 guizelines has heen done verbally aﬁd informally in

s ;che past. A few more structured attenpts have beern made ‘(i.e., meetings

#Eﬁfiﬁ”.with TEA officials, principals workshops, étc.). Principals would like

* =+*to have violations of guidelines pointed out to them informally and then

AJ;i*formally if the violation persists. gf7

“

Teacher expectation was found to be either unrelated to student- achievement
. ‘'or unmeasurable through questionnair é.. .A review of’ ‘the literature showed
’ that controversy exists as to whether a relationship 'does exist between a

teacher's expectations for a student's achievement.- and the student's actual
achievement levels. . . . "

Restricting,support services to students in the Instructional Component was
. . studig@Ejor its effects. Nine of 19 principals felt there was no need to

'serve: students with counseling services if they were not also receiving

instructional Services.- Almast half of the teachers reported knowing of

students who need the services of a Title I counselor and/or community

represéntative but not the services of Title I instructional personnel.

Most principals felt that serving the additional students would take time
N away fromlthe students in the Instructional Component.

Guidance and counselingﬁservices were provided to a larger percentage of
students than had been planned. Students counseled did improve their at-
tendgnce rates but not as much as those not counseled. Students counseléd
did improve their in-class behavior more ‘than did students not counseled.
No contribution of counseling to student achievement was found.

Parental involvement services were provided for about 75% of the Title I
students. Attendance for.-studénts whose parents were contacted by a
community representative did not improve as much as for students whose
parents wera not served. Community representatives were not successful ' -
in facilitating local Parent Advisory Committees (PAC) to :meet monthly. The
District PAC met regularly and held called meetings frequently for special
igsues. -

-~ ’ ,Parents‘ knowledge of Title I and other school activities did increase from
: fall to spring. Kn ledge of PAC activities remained low.

Instructional services were delivered to fewer students than were identified
as eligible. Often students were served by a Title I aide but not by a pro-

fessional resource person. Many.schools rotated students into and out of the

Title I instructional program in order to serve the large ‘number of students
idéntified. . Classroom observations confirmed the infrequency of student
contacts with Title I léﬁkning coordinators and reading teachers.

-
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| DECISION oussnons ADDHESSED
A .

X

INTRODUCTION - ' - ' o AN

rs

Decision questions.for an- evaluation are formulated by the decision makers °
involved, with technical assistance from the evaluation staff during the
design phase of thE‘evaluation. Evaluation then serves the decision ’ ~
making process by provi ng information relevaht to those questions and
‘assisting the appropriaté administrators to arrive at recommendations con-
cerning the decision.’ Ultimate responsibility for making the decisions
always rests with the decision makegs charged with that responsibility.

The decision questions for' this year's Title l_evaluation were selected
- during an extensive development and review process. Title I staff brain-
"stormed a list of 18 questions on August- 12, 1976. These questions wer
then ranked and reviewed by Title I principals, the director and coordi~
nators from the Department of Elementary Education, the Cabinet, the Super-r _ }
intendent, and the District Evaluation Advisory Committee. ‘\\

The result was a set of 12 decision questions covering a wide range of
topics associated with the Title I Program. ;

This chapter- contains a summary -of the: evaluation information contained in
- the body of ‘the report. For more. detail, refer to the supportive data to
- . be found in Chapter IV. Each decision question will reference the specific
’evaluation questions in Chapter IV by number.

The Superintendent will assign the appropriate District administrators the
'responsibility of preparing a set of recommendations which will address
each decision question in this report. These recommendations will be for-
vtwarded to the School Board in the fall of 1977. )
S - » '
A, SYSTEHPLEVEL QUESTIONS- y : E .o

fi What need3'should the Title I Program address in 77-78?

'_RELEVANT FINDINGS'

. The majority of students in Title 1 schools are achieving below the
- - . mational norms for reading and math. The kindergarten and first

: W*grade students achieve at_or above the national averages. Beginning
. in the second grade, reading and math achievement of students in’
~ -Title I. schools fall progressively farther behind-that of. students
in Austin and in the mation.’

-
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‘teachers on par

~counselors an

2 , 7
Titke I schools have the lowest attendance rates of the elementary

‘schools in the District. In Title I schoolm£737Z of the studerts in
8

grades one through five were known to have sed at least 12:/days ‘
of school the previous yext. .4/ "

| ’/
Guidance and counseling needs and parental involvement needs are | ”i}

considered m cal. These other resources ranked as higher
priority werc ¥ ;'ional materials, instructioral resource per-
sonnel, and ci, * aides. Principals ranked staff training for
#h .counseling services. Principals ranked com-
munity repredéntatives lower than counselors but higher than a
coordinated gurriculum and equipment. ) e .

Teachers also ranked coynselors slightly higher than community repre-

 sentatives. %fey ranked staff training for teachers lower than both -

community representatives. , '/

Neither counselors nor community representatives served all of the

Title I students on their campuses. Most of the counseling was for

-developmental reasons and was conducted in group sessions. Community

representatives concentrated most on attendance problems through
telephone calls and home visits. J

'(' '

"Although a majority of parents of students in Title I schools feel

they: are aware of school actiyities, ‘less than half know about the
Title I Program, ‘and even fewer know about the Parent Advisory
Committee, o : .

The following groups ideﬁtified these ‘and other needs for Title I to
address. ‘ - '
o ‘ ‘ e

Parents: More books and instructional materials —
Ieachers5//Math'serVices |
V.Title I Instructors; .Experiences outside the school
Principais: More personnel

Title'I/Staff: xExpansion of support services to include
- K - non-Title I students - e
V// .

~

EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED:

* Evaluation questions 1, 2; 3, 4, and 5.

Should new approaches be taken in coordinating Title T~ and AISD
programs such that Title I is supplementary to.the regular programs?

. . i ) ™

o
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. RELEVANT FINDINGS:
~ Although recent. efforts have been made to coordinate émdng Title I,
Title VII, Local Bilingual Program, SCE, and Title I Migrant staffs,
regular and frequent coordination by these staffs and staff from the
Department of Elementary Education does not occur.. Some staffs have
- attended special planning meetings for other programs, but mainly.
' they operate independently of each other. ' gg N

Ve

- Title I and other projccts overlap considerabily in focus, ‘activities,
and students served; however, some students. in Title I schools &0 not
participate in any programs beyond the basic irstructional prograp.
Meshing of activities is minimal. Each project concerps itself with ~
its own activities, and locally funded personnel. spend relatively
little time working with special project activities,

. . . E 3 N -~ .
Title I supervisorg arg assigned to the Deﬁaftmentfof°Developmentaly
Programs, but the instructional supervisors are housed with the
Department of Elementary Education's instructional coordinators and
the Guidance and Counseling Supervisor is housed in the Department
, of Student Development. The Parental Involvement Supervisor is
/ . ; housed with’the Title I Migrant Parental Involvement Supervisor

t
" Kealing. B . e ‘ .@ff"”

No regular meetings are scheduled for the coordination of programs .
District-wide. A variety of departmental meetings provide a forum
for communication.if coordinators choose to attend.
- 7+ Coordination between the Title I Program and the Title VII’Bilingual
v Program has been minimal. Recenfly the two staffs have held semi-
'~ monthly meetings together. . , :

E

EVALUATION FINDINGS REFEBEN?ED:’

Evaluation questions 6 and 7.

12

. B. PROGRAM-LEVEL DECISION QUESTTONS

- 3. -Shbﬁid_ﬁhe:e be';olé;and staffing.pa;tern changes in the Title I -
: Program? SRR B .
' - ‘-..K

RELEVANT . FINDINGS:

S 'The current staffing patterns and roles for the Title I-Program
have not’ produced improved achievement for the students served.
Except at kindergarten and first grade, the achievement gains of
Title I Mtudents in 76-77 were low, even with both instructional

: hnd>auppq;%’services being broﬁided-”j -
S - i SN ‘JT:-“‘;K"I ‘;-__\:'
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Attendance and classroom behavior may have ‘beén helped_.by coun-
) seling services, but/pasental involvement servi‘ces failed to im-
-~ pact attendance. : o . .

~ ) L
¢ . - - .
: The current staffing patterns and roles provided counseling anﬁw
guidance se§gices to 76% and parental involvement services to 61%
. ((;‘ : of the identified Title I students through Maf&h 18, 1977.
¢
. . The amount of direct instructional time provided to Title I' stu-
— * dents by Title I personnel varied frém none to several hours per

' . week. . : ¢ g R
.Llassroom observations showed that: -
".K\ .~ - On the average, a Title I student received about seven minutes a
x . a day of instrhction from Title I personnel. , \ :

‘ -
Title I students did not receive extra time in instruction. >

They received almost éxactly the same amount of time in read®
- ing/language arts instruction as did pon-Title I students
(in both Title I and non-Title I -ich ls)
-(i’,
Title I students worked in slightly larger groups than did
non-Title I students in the same schools.:

jTitle I students spent less time working alone than.did non-
Title I students (in Title I and non-Title I schools).

Title I students received slightly more instructional atten-
tion from the classroom teacher than did non-Title I students
in the same schools (an average of.six minutes more daily). .
However, they received less attention from thé classroom teacher
than non-Title I students in non-Title d schools received (16
minutes less on. the aversge).
A
- Title I students spent no more time going from class to class
(or reading lab) than did non-Title I students. "Hall time"
- for all‘groups averaged to around 15 minutes per day.

EVALUATION FINDINGS, REFERENCED

‘h_Evaluation questions 8 and 9..

‘74.. At which grade levels should Title I services be . delivered?
RELEVANT FINDINGS : o

At every grade level.except»Kindergarten and first, students in
-low=income schools in AISD score well below national averages in




t”’
W
“\\\\§

. : 4 -
. / N
) . —
¢ LN . o . .

\

-reading and in math. The gap between achievement scores of low-

"income students and high-income students increases with each grade

level from kindergarten through~” twelfth grade. SN ~
) /‘ =~ ‘

No satisfactory information is available howgvep/ regarding the -
grade levels at which supplementary instruction would be most be-

. - neficial due to the fact that researchersahave not investigated

.SQpplementary instructibn has not produced consistent achi

B
nEVALUATIQg_E}NDINGS REFERENCED(

t@is issue experimentally as'yet. ."“

" Except at kindergarten wheresTitle I students and. non-Title 1

students make impressive gains on the Boehm-Test of Basic ;zﬁcepts,
ement

gains at any grade level.

r
i

Evaluation guesfibns 11 and 12. - : . A
ﬁ.Should the current multivar pproach to reading be continued

or should a more uniform structured approach be adopted? ’\

RELEVANT\FINDINGS S

-~

Since the Title I Instructional Component did not meet ‘its stated
objec%ives for reading in 1976-77, a look at the approach to reading
instruction being used by Title I personnel would seem to be in

"order.

>

There is no common approach to the teaching of reading being used in

“the Title I reading labs. Descriptions of each school's Title I

. program were developed through classroom observations, school, visits,

and discussions with school personnel. Evident in this array of A
information sources was_a common theme - that most classroom teachers,
Title I reading teachers, and learning ‘coordinators’ are choosing

- their own approach to reading instruction and not coordinating that .

approach with other teachers or other schools.

Response to a spring questionnaire sent to all teachers in Title I
schools indicated that most teachers felt that a coordinated approach

- should be used by all personnel in a school. Less than half, however,

-

- felt that coordination among schools was. needed.

- ‘This multiplicity of reading approaches in Title I schools is prob—
‘ably related to the fact that extensive résearch on reading instruc-

tion fiom the mid-50's to the present has not led to the discovery
of a single "best" approach to the teaching of reading. Though -

" reading programs abound, they are not characterized. by.a unity of

theoretical approach, purpose, or instructional method. ° There are,

<



'Evaluation‘questions 13, l4, 15, and 16.

“\“:) »

s

~however, certain characteristics common to ‘successful .approaches to

~— i ‘y a. ~small’chUnks‘of material‘on”the student's level,.

duced the following information'_

h : , | , - }if '

N ! :
. n )
o .- > . - _ : :

reading. Briefly summa:ized these ;?aracteristics*are

1. The teacher. ematically contrgls classroem activities
. which have clear); spegified instructional purpbseﬁ&

’ - #
2. 'The teacher minimizfgs the’ opportunities for off-task A
behavior and keeps the students engaged in appropriate ' r

v qlearning tasks most,of the time they are "in’ the classroom:

3. The teacher Rrovides direct instruct&on with the following S .
" features: ) - - - . - ‘ 7
[ . A . * . "

+*

b. ample time for practice and feedback, and SN

c. frequent opportunities for the Btudent to respond
to teacher questiOns

EVALUATION FINDINGS REVERENCED‘A | ‘
‘R . . '\

. - Lo
23 e e . o~

ot :'

] Should there be a change in.the—methods for identifying Title I

schools/students?

RELEVANT FINDINGS' o - Lk

a- .
No useful information other than students applications for free/
reducéd lunches is available for econo ic identification of Title I _ -
schools, but  this procedure seems adeq R

vFor educat ional identification, the current District testing pro- 'vC;:;

gram provides objective information, and teacher observations are -
available for subjective determinations. This process qualified .
over 70% of the students enrolled-in.Title I schools in 1976-77,
some of whom were achie¥ing at or above grade level. However, a
spring quéstionnaire sent to .all teachers in Title 1 schoqu pro-

_Twenty-six percent .of responding teachers wefg aware of any-
where from one to ten students who negded serviceg but were
not identified for Title I. w S

Eleven percent were aware of 50 or more students who needed
services but were not identified for Title I.

-
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A review of Californi .AchieVement Test school averages shows that
17 of 20 schools identIfied for participation in the Title I Pro-
7gram had the "lowest averages of-!lementary schools in the District.
: . This indicates that schoqls containing the greatest concentration
= ofﬁlow-achieving stydents. have been sucq@ssful identified, in most
‘ ‘ . . cases, (ﬁrown, MatheWs, and Rosedale have achi vemefit leve g/ above
~ : ‘ that of seve;al non-Title I schoolsfaJh o : Y
v L]
. . Within the Title I schools, thé curren allowan e.for teachers\to
' e AT identify students based on the 'Ladder of illsifesulted in ove& /
o "~ 500 students’ being identified ‘even though t test scores\&ere',ﬁ"' ’
. too high’ for Title T eligibility. Some of these students had- - N %g;_,
Tt T !Eores at or above grade level- and percentile rankings in the 90" %%;ﬁ ?7

<

o EVALUAIION FINDINGS REFERENCED

b Evaluation questions 17 18,¢and 19 %2/

. .‘v

. 7. What method of communicating v .iations of Title I gﬁideline&,u
. ' terms of roles.and program act itiea to District administrato :

2 vand staff would result in improvement of that situation? ‘ :

 RELEVANT FINDINGS' R .

"+ lations of Title I guidelines to parties responsible \Jf'ch infor-~
Y © .y . mation has been comiiunicated almost exclusively in the pg) " through-
LN . - verbal contacts with Title'I staff in meetings and‘indi“ diial con-
S D,;:-ferences ~Only two principals indicated during irterviews that ’
o L they had received formal communication. regarding guideline viola-
S - "t tioms. .This’ largely informal method has not been sucCessful, since
; | c viplations have continued 'to occur o , O :
, Ly .
“ A possi e reason for continued infnactions is that ‘the guidelines
may ‘not ‘be adequately known by staff. Prinqipals also- indicated N
L .-during interviews that guideline information had usually. beeh=éom~' L
RN municated. to them verbally, for the most part. ‘through meetings T o
: "~ and individual, coﬁferences Three principals felt that' communi- )Q
cations this previous year have been‘better - than 4n the past,; but £
..~ 7. " peveral others felt that there has need for mucH better uni- o
7. - . cation of guidelines. A handbovk or some 0 er written/i ence; o
T " tool was suggested by them ) .

TN

L e

-, <
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I, ;Inspection of nine-week reports maintained by Ti le l instructional
-+ .. . . 'and supportive personnel on each campus indicated that numerous: e
"« Y'yiolations of Title I guidelines occurred throughout the year.“For-"
s "+ . mal and informﬁl discussions with,schpol personnel revealed that many -
of the violations were a result of -poor ¢ nications with the - fuﬂf;
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S o

. o, Co " e
»8chools regarding which students were eligible to.be served each
nine-week period However, soéme community representatives and
counselors were not aware of the guideline stating that a Title I
student cannot receive supportive ‘services unless .he 18 receiving
concurrent instructional services. T '

. O : ‘ :

Reactions from school personnel when - violations were pointed out to
them have been varied. Someée evidence suggests that schools .will
move. to correct violations when they have been made aware of them, - -~

Mbre information is needed, however.,

4 -
A i' ' f Title I principals and Title I staff indi&ated during interviews
.. 7 "that the methaqd for communicating guideline violations that ‘they
: (, prefer is to réport Violations,informally to the patties involved.
t\ , + »~ Formal foIIOWHup procedures should be adopted if action.is not
7 « taken promptly to correct the Violation.
/ v ‘
oy EVALUATTON FINDINGSAREFERENCED: ’
: e 5 i . : ~ '
'(// " Evaluation questions 20, 21, 22, 23, and 24,

‘\\\ 8. Should the ‘Title I Program specifically add?ggi the question of .
expectation for disadvantaged students? ‘

o

' RELEVANT FINDINGS- ® . e

The majority of teachers (787) and principals (68%) feel that with
the instructional program that exists in Austin's Title I schools,
Title I students will probably make some ogress ‘toward clogiffig
the gap between themselves and students “non-Title I schools. .
However, 22% of the teachers and 327 of the principals had higher
or lower expectations,

> A review of the literature showed that controversy exists as.to .-

the effect of teacherS”expectationsvon the achievement of their -
! students. ’ : o

A analysis of the relationship between the expectations of teachers
of Title I students in Austin and their students' achievement showed
4 S "_no _sdgnificant effect from either high or low expectations by
e teachers on their students .reading scores.

_EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED:
Evaluation questions-25, 26, and.fa.
{

”Q;- Should support services be restricted to students in the Instructional
Component? . : ;
.

'4%)
f Y




E3

10.

RELEVANT FINDINGS: . -

Only 10 out of 19 Title I principals feel that there is a need for
Title I counselors to serve .students not in the Instructional Cém- -
ponent,

Fifty—four.percent of the teachers in Title I schools are aware of
no students in their schools who do not need Title I instructional

* ‘services but who need the services of the Title I counselor and/or

community representative. -Most of the other teachers-are aware of
10 or fewer such students. Some teachers, however, reported being
aware of a substantial number.

-

[
Of 14 principals with a Title I counselor, eight féel that serving
“students not in the Title I Instructional Component would . take
time and services from Title I students who need counseling.

Not all students in the Instructional Component are currently being
served by the Title I counselors and community representatives. Be-
cause there were so few students who received support services but
‘no instructional services this year, it was impossible to investi—
gate the effect of support services alone on achievement. - '

EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED:

Evaluation questions 28, 29, 30, and 31.

Should the activities of the Counseling and Guidance Component be
continued as they are, or should ‘they be modified?

RELE’VANT FINDINGS'

The proposed delivery level for counseling and guidance services to
75% of the identified Title I students on campuses with a Title I
counselor was exceeded.. Over 85% of these students were served.
The -focusing of 60% of the Title I counselor's time on individual
and group counseling appears to have been accomplished also.

- 4

Most of the students counseled were served for preventative and de~ °

_velopmental purposes, Behavior and attendance problems were also
frequent targets for counsef&ng. .

In terms of, teachers ratings of the in-class behavior of Title I

students, a larger percentage of those students who were counseled
- improved during the year than of those not ceunseled.

The Counseling and Guidance component did meet its objective of re-

-ducing the absences of 60% of the students served However, of
students not counseled 64% improved . :

13
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A look at the contribiron of éoﬁnseling services to the achievement
of students did not reveal any measurable positive effect.

s

EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED:

Evaluation questions 32, 33, 34, and -35.

~

- 11. Should the activities of the Parental Involvement Component be con-
tinued as they are, or should they be,@odified? .

RELEVANT FINDINGS: - o o,
* - Community represenéativea.rgported haviné’WDrged with the parents
of 73% of the identifiedTitle I studénts in schools to which they.

were assigned. Most of the community representatives' ,time wasg
spent in following up on-attendance related problems.

Proposed record Qeeping during the first half of the year did not
occur at a level sufficient to allow monitoring of the delivery
of parental involvement services. A new reporting procedure
resulted in adequate records for the rest of the year. Twelve
of the 13 community representatives completed all required re-
ports; however, one never completed .any. ’

Since student. attendance was a primary focus of the Parental In-
volvement Component, the improvement of low-attenders with whom
the community representatives worked was studied. The objective
for attendance improvement by 60% of the low attenders was not
met. Although 56% of the students whose parents were served im-
proved, 647% ¢f those not served in any way improved.

' L e . . _
A look at the conﬂ!ﬁbution of pérgntal involvement activities to
student achievement did” not reveal any measurable positive effect.
Local Parent Advisory Committeés (PAC) on each campus functioned
well below the level mandated by T%ﬁle I guidelines. Although
most local PAC's started late in the year, the 12 community repre-
sentatives (out of 13) who maintained records did report at least
some meéetings. Attendance ‘'at the District PAC meetings never
approached the~tw&xrepresentatiVes per school level. Community
representatives' attendance at these meetings was generally in-

- consistent. L T
EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED; ..

Evaluation questions 36, 37, 3é§;and 39;

~ . b

14
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Should the activities of the Instructional Component be continued
as they are, or should they be modified?

RELEVANT FINDINGS:

The achievement of the majority of Title I students did not improve .
as a result of the current activities of the Instructional Component .
Most of the students instructed gained less than the equivalent of
one year's achievement. Mast students fell farther behind the

. hational norms than they had been the previous year.

Kindergarteners were the exception. On the average, they moved from
on par with other low socioeconomid status students to being on par
with middle socioeconomic statussdgudents. Since this has been the
trend in recent years for all kindergarteners.in the Title I schools,
attributing this gain to Title I instruction would be unsupported.

The instructional activities were implemented as planned with: one
major exception. Not all identified Title I students received direct
instruction from Title I personnel. Of those who did, many were
served only part of the year. On the average, only a few minutes a
day of instruction was delivered to each Title I student by learning
coordinators, reading teachers, and aides.. The large number of .
students identified seemed to be too great for the number of instruc-
tional personnel hired. - » ‘

Supérvisory activities in the Instructional Component appeared to
have been carried out as planned. '

EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED:

Evaluation questions 40 and 41.
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A. PROGRAM DESCRIP;%ON . .
The ESEA Title I ogram in the Austin Independent SchooloDistrict is a

_ continuing!program supported by funds from the Department of Health,

- Education, and Welfare through the U.S. Office of Education under the

Elementary and” Secondary Education Act. The purpose of ESEA Title I
is to provide for the unique learning needs of educationally disadvan-

-taged students in school atténdaQCe Yreas having high concentrations
» of children from low-income families. Title I programs are designed

to be Part of an overall compensatory education program involving the
use of resources from multiple programs and agencies. Title I is
definitely intended to provide supplemental assistance over and above
the regular school program.

Participation of schools in the Title I program is determined by both
economic and educational criteria. Schools which have a higher con-~ .
centration of low-income families than the District average are
eligible to receive Title I services. It is not necessary to serve

all eligible schools. 1In fact,.federal guidelines for Title I programs
are clear that Title I services are to be concentrated /in those areas
with the greatest educational need, rather than spgggd/:mong all -
economically eligible schools. - N .

An economic criteria is used to determine which. campuses can be served
with the funds that are available. Once the actual schools and grade
levels to be served have been selected, participation of individual
students in the Title I Program is determined on the basis of ‘education-
al requirements established for each grade level.

'The majority of the Title I monies in AISD have gone to direct instruc-

tion and services, with the Title I staffing varyihg at different ,
grade levels. In kindergarten the 1976-77 program employed instructional
aides to assist classroom teachers. In the elementary grades, learning
coordinators and reading teachers were assigned to each campus gegved

and had responsibilities for identification, diagnosis, prescription,
treatment, and periodic evaluation of the Title I students.

Although many children with less severe reading difficulties were served
primarily through the regular classroom teacher, the major portion of

- the program was conduct&d through intensive work in reading labs.

 ﬁonin§z:uctiona1'support staff were also funded under Ti;leiI.

Al

~
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. ' [Au.
Title I Counselors conducted individual and group counseling sessions

- with Title I students, consulted with parents and school staff, and
- coordinated various activities asgpciated with the ad,hstment, testing,

A

and orf¥ntation of students. Community representatives under the
direction of a Parent Involvement Specialist worked toward improving
the relationship between home and school for families of Title I stu-
dents. In addition, the AISD Title I Program had a central administra-
tor who was responsible for coordinating the planning of the Title I
application .for funds, budgeting the Title I Program, and disseminating
information regarding all areas of the Title I Program. The staffing
patterns within each school for 1976-77 are reported in Figure ITI-1.
The Title I Program for AISD operated in 19 schools this year. Three |
of those schools were added to the prograp ¢n Jénu of 1976 (Dawson,
Ridgetop, Rosedale), while Brown elementary was added in August 1976
‘Thé -number of students }dentified for Title I serwgf:i on each

campus is shown in Figure III-2.

- Descriptions of the major comppnents of the AISD Title I Program are

presented below.
»

Guidance and Counseling Component

This component was designed to give Title I students the skills nec-
essary for adequate fenctioning in the personal-socigl, educational,
and ‘vocational domains. A counselor was assigned to 'the 14 largest
Title I schools ,in order to provide counseling services to identified
Title I students who were receiving direct instructional services.
The counselors provided’ services in three areas: counseling, consul-
tation, and coordination. A supervisor of Title I counselors was in
charge of the Title I Guidance and Counseling Program, with duties
including the providing of orientation sessions for new Title I
counselors, making periodic observations of the counselors at work,
maintaining a recordkeeping system for services being rendered to
Title I students, and providing staff development and inservice

. activities.

¢
Parental Involvement Compqnent

The objectives of this component were to increase Title I parental
support, improve the attendance of chronically absent Title I
students, -and to help parents in obtaining community social services.
The duties of Title I community representatives were to act as

1iaison between home and school, to promote greater involvement of

the Title I parents in school activities, to make parents aware of
community services available to them, to keep records on chronically
absent students, to contact PAC representatives about the district-
wide Parent Advisory Council (PAC), and to report on the services
rendered. A Parent Inyolvement Specialist was responsible for ‘
supervising the 14 community representatives, providing inservice

for them, and monitoring their work. The other major responsibilities
of this supervisor were to assist principals in organizing local

PACs and to coordinate Title I parent programs with other Title I
programs and personnel.

17
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| Q\F}g_u;g II-1: 197-77 TITLE T STAFFING PATTERNS.
¥ — Total Total

| Learning Rasding " Instructional | Guidance Community Instructfonal | ‘Support | Other Stoff
School  [Coordimator | Teacher Alde Counselots | Representatives Staff Staff
Misn | 1 | 2 % | 1 9 2
o Becker q 2 3 1 1 6 7 | Adwinistrator
| | ) . n ! Superv
Ilihlbut 1 | b i ] | 2 upervisor of
‘ Learning
Brooke - l 0 -5 | 1 6 ¥ Coardinators
‘ . ~ and Aides
| brows 0 ] 1 0 0 l 0 )
' , _ I Supervisor of
| Camphell | 2 5 1 1 ] ) 'Guidance
‘ : T Counselors
Davson | 11 1 0 -0 3 0 ( v
— 1 Supervisor of
vplle ' 1 ¢ 12 | 6 1 1 9 Community
\ Representatives
0 2 | 0.5 ] 1,50 ‘
. 3.25 Instructional
0 ‘ 0 0 0 1 0 Adniniotration
- T - .+ Clerks
® 2 c 3 ! P Rl 2
1 2 l 1 4 2
2 l 0.15 1 4 1.75 2
0 ! 1 1 6 2
4
0.5 S I 0 L5 0
: ] )\ 0 0 l 0
J ] 05 |08 R B A
2 3 ! 1 g 2
2 ] L ] § A2
0.8 J l ! L5 /
I 6l W I L )

*Dropped midyear
*4Combined . under one prine~1>P61 oy

»




. Figure III-2: NUMBER OF IDENTIFIED STUDENTS ON EACH CAMPUS

\ " NUMBER OF
v ’ SCHOOL, ’ STUDENTS IDENTIFIED
- . FOR TITLE I SERVICES
_ . ) R |
. Allison 4%ﬁ _ 610.
Becker = 529
Blackshear . 336
£ ( M
- Brooke’ o R o 344
. . . - 7
. i} ~ Brown ' 106
. Campbell . . 364
Dawson _ ' . 315
Govalle - | . 655
: \
Maplewood - 284
. . ’ Mathews , 7%
; Metz | 385
-Norman 242
/' Oak Springs | ! - - 281
\_ ' . Ortéga S 322
““Ridgetop ’ : 111
Rosedale o 114 .
.Rosewood , RN : 148
o Js' Sfachez = 329
E Sims 368
. o ' . N - .
') e . Zavala ’ 313
. - . '
Total ' | . 6,230
-~ . 19




Non-Public School Component ; ey

. This component consisted of two parts: The Corrective Language Arts/
Math Program and the Junior Helping Hand Home for Children Program.

The objective of the Title I Corrective Language Arts/Math Program was
to improve the Title I students' comprehension, vocabulary, listening,
mathematics, and geometric' skills as measured by the SRA Assessment
Survey and teacher—made tests. St. Mary's and St. Austin's shared a
reading teacher.on a 60% (St. Mary's)-40% (St. Austin's) basis. At St.
Mary's the reading teacher worked in the regular classrooms on a three
. class periods per morning schedule to provide services to approximately
twenty-one Title I students. The reading lab was not used during the
morning. A Title I aide worked in the reading lab during the after~
noon with those students served by thg reading teacher during the
morning sessions.” "

The reading teacher spent the remainder of her time (40%) at St. Austin's
where she provided service to approximately 18 students. Her role at

St. Austin 8 was more that of a tutor than a reading teacher. No Title I
instructional aide was on staff at St. Austin's.

The pbjectives of the Junior Helping Hand Home for Children were to
improve the reading and comprehension skills of Title I children and
to improve the children's feelings of self-worth. (Title I students”
are.at this home because they are wards of the Welfare Department or
are placed at the home for other reasons). Junior Helping Hand Home

- was provided with a part-time instructional aide who planned and
organized an individual study program foy each student. Approximately

. 16 students, ranging.in grade level ki ergarten to the tenth Brade were
served in 1976~77. 4

a

Instructional Componert

'The major objective of the Instructional Component was to improve Title I
students' reading skills as measured by the vocabulary and comprehension
subtests of the California Achievement Tegts. An additional objective,
ats the kindergart@h level, was to improve Title I students' understanding
of basic_concepts,as measured by the Boehm Test of Basic Concepts.

The programs established in, each school to meet these objectives were
described to Title I Evaluation as shown on the next page. These school
. program descriptions show a great deal of variation in the amount and
type of service delivered to Title I students in AISD.



Individual School Programs « ' s

b

Allison: The language arts center at Allison was located in the third
wing of the school. This area provided enough space to house a learn-
ing coordinator, two reading teachers, two instructional aides, and
one regular classroom teacher. The classroom teachers whose classes
were made up entirely of Title I students accompanied the students to

~the language arts center and assisted in their instruction.

. Studénts in grades one through five were. served by the reading teachers

and instructional aides daily for both semesters in instructional

blocks running thirty to thirty-five minutes long.

The learning coordinator provided services to the first, fourth, and
fifth grades four days a week during both semesters.. The fifth. day
was used for planning and organization. . ‘

No main curriculum was used by the learning coordinator or reading

v teachers. ‘

-,

Aside from two aides stationed in the language arts center,'ihére were
two aides assigned to first grade, one to kindergarten, and one to
second grade.
Becker: The Titlellbstaff'at‘Becker consisted of bne learning coor-
dinator, two reading teachers, and. four instructional aides. Title I

staff and materials fwere housed in the reading lab which was located

in a large open room shared with the school library. The staff in
the reading lab was supplemented by four volunteers from the Community

 Participation Program.

- One aide Qés assigned to work with two kindergarten classrooms on a
‘Permanent full-time basis. One aide worked all day with fifth graders,

and two aides were assigned to the reading lab on a full-time basis,

. where they worked with first through fifth graders. Each of the

Community Participation volunteers worked in the reading lab one déy
a week so that for four days during each week there were six adults
delivering instruction to Title I students in the reading ‘lab.

Students in grades 1-4 were served in the lab every d£§'of the week all -~
- year until they reached grade level. The exception to this was the

afternoon reading»lab_groups which were served only four days because
of reward parties held each Friday afternoon. The reading teachers and

. aides saw each child every day, and the learning coordinator saw each

child for 2.5 weeks of each nine-week period. First and second grade
instructional periods were 45 minutes long, while third and fourth

- grade instructional periods were 50 minutes long. Some second, third,

and fifth graders were sérved for 30 minute periods during .the

- afternoons. -



. _ceater using a clinical approach in conjunction with the Hoffman

.

The lab had fbur ‘centers with individualized materials located in
each center, and the curriculum revolved around the AISD Ladder of -

Skills. -

' iBlackghear. ‘The language arts center at Blackshear was located on
the first level of the school in the main wing. A learning coor-
dinator, reading ‘teacher, and one instructional aide worked in this
(¥
) reading program. Grades one through five were served in the center ™
~daily with instructional periods running 40 minutes.

There were f£ive other aides in addition to the aide statidned perma-
nently in the language arts center. One aide .worked with the kinder-
garteners for half of each day, and the four other aides provided
'services to\ third and fifth graders during the mornings. First and
fourth grades e served by the aides four half-days per week, and
instructional materials were prepared on the fifth day.

'In the afternmoons, five of the instructional aides worked in a tutoring
lab which was set up with the assistance of Lucy Sahraie, an .
instructional coordinator with AISD. The coordinator provided 25

hours of inservice training before the start of the program in November .
of 1976." The aides served mostly second graders, offering one-to-one

- Instruction to students in 15 minute blocks. N

Brooke: The Title I staff at Brooke consisted of one learning coor-.
dinator -and four and a half aides. The language arts center was
tocated in a new wing a consisted of one room with several different

ork areas. Except for those materials being used by individual
teachers, Title I materials were kept in the center.

From August to December the i:??ﬁing coordinator worked in the classroom
with small. grOdps, and the aides worked in the classrooms all day. The

" learning coordinator resigned in December, and ‘a new 1earning coordin-
-ator was hired in January.

Beginning in January, the aides were assigned toxa particular grade
level from 8:00-10:00 a.m.. From 10:00-2:30 they were assigned  to
the center and worked with first through fifth graders. The learning
coordinator worked in the classrooms from 8:00-10:00 a.m., and from
10:00-2:30 she was in the center.

Kindergarten and fifth graders were served for 45 minutes on three
days a week; first,; second, third, and fourth graders were served
“twice a heek for 30 minute periods.

Brown: The Title I staff at Brown consisted of one reading teacher
and one full-time instructional aide. The reading lab was located in
the third wing near the bilingual resource room. The reading lab
housed the reading teacher, the aide (part of the day), and the mater-
ials. The reading teacher used supplementary readers and the AISD
Ladder of Skikls as the basis of her instructional curriculum.



The ihstrﬁctional aide was assigned to first grade for 1 3/4 hours each
-day and worked with the reading teacher also for 1 3/4 hours daily. . On
every third day the aide alternated between spending 1 1/2 hours as a
clerical aide, working with first grade, or assisting the reading
teacher. ‘ ‘

Instructional; periods in the reading lab were 30 minutes long, and all
Title I students were served in the reading lab for one period a day.
During some of ‘the instructional periods both the reading teacher

and the aide worked with Title I students. :

The reading program at Brown did not begin until October due to delayed
funding. The reading teacher and aide were not hired until after the
76=77 school year,began. The aide who was hired in the fall resigned
during the year but was replaced. A

Campbell: The Title I language arts center at C pbell was operated
out of three different rooms on the second floor o " the school. The -
Title I instructional staff consisted of a learning coordinator, two
reading teachers, and five instructional aides. Qne of the aides was
assigned to a kindergarten class fu time, and another aide was as-
signed op'a.full—time;basis to o of the reading teachers. Grades
four and five were served by the  two reading teachers.

The three other: aides were assigned to three kindergarten classrooms
_ where they worked one full day each week and until 12:30 p.m. each

day for the four other days in the week. The four afternoons that
they were dway.from their’ regular sites were spent in working with
~ the learning coordinator in providing services to Title I students :

in grades two, three, and four.

- Those students served by the readinhg teachers received instruction- for
45 minutes daily for both semesters. The learning coordinator pro- -
vided instruction to. the same students for 45 minﬁfigwper/blass
period on alternating days of' the week. - :

o S %
The Hoffman reading program was used as the miin curriculum by the
reading teachers, while the learning, coordinator used an eclectic
approach. Both the reading teachers and the learning coordinator used

8 number of supplémental materials.

At the end of the 1975-76 school year, Campbell lost its Title I
counselor and one of its -keading teachers. Both were not replaced
until October of 1976. Some of the dutids normally undertaken X
by these staff membeﬁs were carried on by .the. learning coordinator
until replacements were hired. "

. Dawson: -Prior to 1976-77 the Title‘Ialangqage arts center at Dawson
had been set up.in a portable but was: located in a wing of the school
during 1976-77. There were three distinct -units within the lab, each
being occupied by the learning coordinator,’ reading teacher, or aide.
A1l of the Title I materials were also housed;in this room. '

e
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Grade 1-3 were served during the first nine weeks, 1-5 were served

during the second nine weéks, and K-5 were served the third and

fourth nineeweek-periods; That is, grades 1-3 were served each of

- the nine-week periods, grades 4-5 were served for three of the four

.'periods, and kindergarten was served for two of the four nine-week

. Periods. Each of the daily instructional periods in the language
arts center ran for 30 minutes during both semesters. .

The Title I students received instructional services per week on the .

following schedule: - ¢ - - '

:  Kindergarten and first grades once per week;
- _Fourth and fifth grades twice per week; .
~ Second and third grades daily. ’
. »
Twenty pupils per period were taken into the language arts center
where they were:divided into four groups. Each group, with the ex- .
deption of four students working independently in the listening
.station, were provided instruction by an adult. At the end of 15
minutes the groups rotated so that no student spent the entire period
without adult instruction. -

. Govalle: The Title I language arts center located on the ground level
~ of Govalle School 1is a large area housing the Title I learning coor-
. dinator, two.reading teachers, and one instructional aide.

. e : ,
There were four and one-half aides in addition to the .one assigned to
the language arts center. Each was assigned on a full-time basis to
grades K-3, with the exception of a floating half-day aide who worked
five half-days a week'with any of the grade levels that were ‘currently
being served. » Qt) o
Third, fourth, and fifth grade students were broken up into two groups
during the first semester. Each of these groups were served for nine
weeks daily during a 45 minute instructional period by the learning
" coordinator or the reading teachers. At the end of each nine-week
perjod these groups switched, thus providing students with services on
a continuous basis by the learning coordinator or reading teachers
for eighteen weeks (or one semester). Interns from St. Edwards Uni-
vefsity provided an additional resource to those students who were
recelving instruction from the reading teachers. The -interns shared
the 45 minute periods with the reading teachers by working with small
groups of \Jitle I students on alternate days. '

‘The first #nd second grades were provided services during the second
semester in the same fashion as the third, fourth, and fifth grades
during the first semester. However, the interns were no longer
available to the school. . '

Kindergértep studegts, unliké students in the other grades, were provi-
- ded services by thé learning coordinator for 30 minutes daily in their
" ‘classrooms ‘during the second semester. ‘ ‘ '
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*The Hoffman reading program was the main curriculum used in the language

arts center. Supplemental‘materials were used by both the learning

c coordinator and reading teachers.

Mazlewood " A language arts, f%nter ‘at Maplewood housed the Title I
‘learning coordinator and the two instructional aides for the entire
year, The schedule in the.center was six 45 minute periods daily,
with the extra time being used for individual help. During the first
semester kindergarten, second third, ‘and fourth graders went to the
cedzir for 45 minutes a day. The schedule in the center ‘changed to.
4 sevell. 45 minqte periods for the second semester, and kindergarten,
~ firsg, third; fourth, and fifth grades were served for 45 minutes

structured programs constituted the main curricula. These were
- Systematic Approach to Reading Improvement, 2) basal readers
3 =-Pre~Reading Skills, and 3) Word-vocabulary development.
- the last part of the year more emphasis was placed on reading
ting.
T e _
§"Matho_a'g - The Title I language arts center at Mathews was located on
the groutid floor of the school. This center housed the learning
. coo ainator. There were no instructional aldes or reading.teachers.
; %
< The ’ learning coordinator provided daily instructional services to the
second and third grade Title I students in 1 1/2 hour reading blocks.
ajg Three separate groups of first gradérs were served daily for 30 minutes.
7 Neither kindergarten nor fifth grades were served at Mathews during
1976-; ‘

[3

~f _ supp eﬁtal resources. p

Metz: The Title I language arts cen;er at. Metz was made up of two
;.= %o0ms adjacent to each other. One of the rooms housed a learning
ordinator, reading teacher, and one instructional aide. The other
reading teacher and aide. occupied the second room. Grades one through
five were served daily in this center for both semesters. Instruc-
tional periods were forty minutes long .

Both .the learning coordinator and reading'teachers used a modified
e Guzak'approach as the base of the”language arts center's curriculum.

-There were four other instructional’ aides, all of whom were assigned
to kindergarten classrooms.

-
«

Norman: Title I reading instruction was delivered in two separate
rooms at Norman. - The Title I  language arts center, located next to
4% the library, housed the bulk of materials and the learningwcoordinator.
- The reading teacher was located 1in a separate room.

<




The instructional staff at Norman‘coéggsted of a learning coordinator,
- 'one reading teacher, and two and a half instructional aides. The
 half-time aide alternated between the classrooms and the reading lab.
One full-time aide was permanently assigned to kindergarten, while.
the other full-time aide was assigned to the first grade in the morn-
ing and alternated in the .afternoons between working with second
graders in their classrooms or working in the language arts center

or reading 1lab. - h : ‘

Kindergarten was served by a Title I aide assigned to kindergarten
classrooms for the entire school year. The learning coordinator

worked in the language arts center with small groups of kindergarteners’
.during the second semester. Title I instructional aides worked with
first graders in their classrooms in the mornings throughout the

year. ' Either the learning coordinator or reading teacher worked with
first grade students for 30 minutes daily during the second semester

in addition to the services being provided by the.aide in the
classroom. -

Either the learning coordinator or the reading teacher worked with the
second graders for approximately 30 minutes a day throughout the year.
During-the first semester services were delivered through entire class-
rooms’ going to the language arts center where classroom teachers,
student teachers, and the learning coordinator or reading teacher
worked with the second grade Title I students. In addition to the
learning coordinator/reading teacher services, a Title I aide worked
with the second graders in their classrooms during the afternoons.
" Second semester services remained the same except that small groups
instead of.entirg'tlasses went to the language arts centér.

Third graders were served in the same way as second grhders'with the
ex¢gption of aide services in the classroom.

Either the learning coordinator or the reading teacher worked with
small groups of fourth graders for approximately 45 minutes a day for
most of the year in the language arts center. During the last nine
weeks the learning coordinator worked with an entire classroom of
fourth graders as a group.

The learniﬁg coordinator or feading teacher worked in the language arts
. ceénter with groups of fifth graders for 50 minutes a day throughout the
year. ‘

A'vafiety of materials were used by the learning coordinator and read-
ing teacher. Fountain Valley was used for diagnosing student needs. .

During the first semester University of Texas observers and student
teachers accompanied the classrooms to which they were assigned when
those classes went to the reading lab or language arts center. There
they delivered instruction to students along with the learning
coordinator or reading teacher. and worked with Title I students along
with the Title I staff and classroom teacher. During the second
 semester only the Title I staff worked with Title I students in the

" labs. :

-
R
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The Title I reading teacher and one of the Title I aides resigned
during the year and were feplaced

Oak Springs: The Title I language arts center at Oak Springs consisted
of three separate areas, two of which were located opposite to each
other on the same wing. A materials center was located in another wing
of the school. One of the labs housed a reading teacher permanently
and an instructional aide (for one semester); the other lab housed a

- reading teacher only. The learning coordinator was housed in the

materials center-.

Grades 1-3 were provided 45 minutes of instruction five days a week
during both semesters in either of the reading labs. Both of the
reading teachers used the Hoffman reading program as well as SRA Labs,
~Mini Systems Skills, and Bank Street Reading Program. Both of

these teachers shared the same aide on a rotating basis during the
first semester. The aide was reassigned to kindergarten for the -
second semester. Kindergarteners were served during the second

semester only. B

The learning coordinator provided services to grades 1-3 on alternating
. days of the week during 45 minute instructional periods. She used a
variety of materials.

- Ortega: The Title I staff at Ortega consisted of a learning coordinator
and five instructional aides. The learning coordinator spent five 30
minute periods in the morning teaching reading and three periods in
‘the afternoon in more general duties as learning coordinator. She was
-responsible for coordinating and supervising other supplementary
resource programs on campus.

"The Title I aides were assigned either to a particular grade level or
to the materials center. Only one aide was assigned exclusively to
the center. Another aide was assigned to serve all the identified
Title I kindergarten students. She was to see all of the Title I
children every day in two of the kindergarten classrooms and the chil-
dren in a third kindergarten classroom twice a week. First, fourth,
and fifth grades were each assigned  a‘full-time Title I aide.

It should be noted that the(aide assigned to the materials center
left on maternity leave in March and the learning coordinator left .
in. April. Before leaving the learning coordinator reassigned the
fifth grade aide to the lab and completed lessongplans for the
remainder of the year. Thus at the end of the school year the Title
I staff at Ortega consisted of four aides who were assigned
respectively to ki dergarten, first grade, fourth grade, and the
materials center.

b4
Ridgetop: The Title I staff at Ridgetop consisted of a half-time
reading teacher who operated a readipg lab, and a full time aide.
This staff was supplemented by both parent and University of Texas

-volunteers. .
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As Title I students reached grade level, they were rotated out of
.the program and others were brought in. The reading teacher and aide
used Dr. Ethna Reid's program as the main curriculum for Title I..
students. This curriculum was supplemented: by several other
materials. : : E

Kindergarten students were not served by the Title I staff in 1976-77.
'First graders were not served during the ¥irst semester, but were
served during the second semester on a daily basis for 30 minute
periods by the reading teacher and/or the aide either in the lab in
the morning or the classrooms in the afternoon

Grades 2-5 were served throughout the year for 40 minute periods during
. the first semester and for 30 minute periods during the second semester.
The reading teacher and aide worked with some of the Title.I students
—in the morning, while the aide worked with the remaining students in
-the afternoon.

Rosedale: The Title I at Rosedale consisted of one reading
teacher, and an aide who was assigned full-time to the reading 13F.
The reading lab was located in a large room which also housed the
resource teacher. The instructional aide resigned at midterm, but a
replacement was found.

Only grades K—3 were served by the Title I staff. For the first three
: nine week periods, students were seen by the reading teacher and aide
. three days a week for 45 minute periods. As students reached grade -
level, they were rotated out of the lab and replaced by alternate
- students who were seen twice-a week. - -

\DLM, Sullivan, and Book Shop programs constituted the main materials™
' for Rosedale's reading lab.  The Guzak Checklist and the Barbe
-Checklist were used ‘to evaluate student needs.

Rosewood: The Title I language arts center at Rosewood was located on
the second level of this school which houses fourth and fifth grade
. students only. There was one reading teacher. in the center; -the
. 1nstructional aide was assigned to the regular classrooms and alter-
.'nated between fourth and fifth grades.
The students were served daily during both semesters by the reading
teacher and instructional aide. The instructional periods ran 40
' minutes each ' : '
. ‘The reading teacher (who was new) used Guzak's diagnostic approach’
' 35@7 ially "By second semester the center's curriculum consisted of a
ety.of materials . : g
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Sdnchez: The Title I language arts center at Sdnchez was housed in

two different areas of the school. Two reading teachers and two
instructional aides worked in a large open area downstairs. The learn-.
ing coordinator worked upstairs in an enclosed area. : ,>

Grades one through five were served daily by the reading teachers using
an adaptation of Guzak's contract approach. The learning coordinator
served grades one through three daily. Grades four and five were
usually served three out of five days per week. Two days out of the
week were treated as optional library days if students had finished
work. The learning coordinator expressed a preference for using

basals and SRA kits along with other supplemental materials.

The instructional periods for reading teachers and learning coorﬁinator
were approximately 40 minutés long.

One instructioanl.aide was assigned full time to kindergarten.

Sims: The Title I staff at Sims conBisted of one learning coordinator,
two reading teachers, and three instructional aides. This staff was
supplemented by observers from Huston-Tillotson College. On some
occasions teachers accompanied their classes to the reading lab and
assisted in instruction.

" From August through Jannary the aides were assigned as. follows.

’

One aide was assigned to kindergarten and first grade classrooms. The
second aide was assigned to work with third, fourth, and fifth grade
- children in their classrooms. The third aide worked .in the language
arts center with second through fifth graders..
pd
{/ From the last of Jandary to the end of the 76-77 school year the aides
were assigned as follows.

One aide was assigned to kindergarten and first grade. Two aides
worked in the- language arts center. «

'The reading lab was located in a large two-room portable. Staff
schedulei in' the lab fluctuated during the year due to the midyear
hiring a reading teacher, the 30-day maternity leave taken by the
learnin coordinator, and the transfer,of one of the classroom aides
to the language arts center. :

-

Kindergarten and first grade were served in the classrooms by an

instructional aide; grades 2-5 went to the center where they were
‘served for 40 minute periods by one or more of the Title I staff

working in the lab.

- Zavala: The Staff at Zavala consisted of one learning coordinator,
a half-time reading teacher, and four instructional aides. The
learning coordinator, reading.teacher, and one of the aides were housed
in the reading lab. The language arts center . .was located on the second
floor and was called the Reading Arcade. :

&)
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The aides were assigned either to the center or to classrooms. One
was assigned full-time to the center'and another was shared between
two second grade classrooms. The third was assigned to work with
kindergarten and first grades, while the fourth aide worked with
third and fourth graders. ; E

Title I students in grades 1-5 were served in the lab daily for 40
minute periods by either the learning coordinator, reading teacher,
or instructional aide. In addition to these-adults, fourth and
fifth grade student tutors were used. "

T _ £ ; ‘
On Mondays, Tuesdays, and Wednesdays, Sullivan's Programmed Reading

swas used; on Thursdays and Fridays classroom instruction was supple~-
mented by either working on specific skill needs or using basal texts.
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B. Context Description

The context is defined by the Austin Independent School Digttict's CIPO
‘Evaluation Model'as the total environment in which a program operates, .
including .the factors over which the program has no control. The context
is seen as critical in evaluation -since all data, conclusions and re-
commendations must be understood in relation to all the non-project in-
flunces inpacting the student simultaneously with projégt activities.

Schéol Characteristics

Six characteristics are.of interest in‘describing Title I schools and are
‘11lustrated in Figure III-3, Individual School Characteristics. They are:

1. Membership is defined as the number\of students on the cur-

rent roll of the school (including régular and special

‘education students but excipyding kindergarten students) averaged

for the entire year. TitledI schools are characterized by declining
enrollments. Between school year 1972-73 and school year 1973-74,
' membership in Title I schools dropped from 10,384 to 8,614, or a

17% decrease,_Between the 1973-74 and 1974-75'school year, member-
T . ship dropped 6Z. Membership decreased by 8% between school years
. 1974-75 and 1975-76 and declined another 4% between the 1975-76
' ~and 1976-77 school years. K

2. Percent Attepndance is defined aB the percentage of students on
the current roll who actually are present (including regular
and special education students but ejcluding kindergarten :stu-
dents) averaged for the entire year. Title I schools are char-
acterized by average or low daily attendance. 1In 1972-73, the
average daily:attendance was 94%. 1In 1973-74, the average daily
attendance was 92%.. ‘For both school years 1974-75 and 1975-76
average daily attendance was 93%Z. For the school year 1976-77
theé’ average daily attendance was 96%. '

3. Pupil/Teacher Ratio is defined as the average number of regular
- students per. teacher in the school. Extreme caution is necessary
. in interpreting these figures because: (1) the number of students
- actually instructed by a teacher may be different from the number
assigned to that teacher on the class roll, and (2) the overall
. 8chool pupil/teacher ratio may not represent the actual pupil/
teacher ratio for individual classes. In 1973, the School Board _
initiated a special program that began in 1973 to reduce the L
pupil/teacher ratio in low income schools. As a result, the
.average pupil/teacher ratio for Title I schools 1s 22.5 as com-
' pared to 24.6 for all elementary schools in the District. The
. latter ratio includes the schools with reduced pupil/teacher
-'ratios. This means .that the difference between pupil teacher
i ratios in Title I schools and non-Title I schools is even greater.

fos
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Percentage Low Income Students is defined as the percentage of

students in the school's attendance area from low-income families.
Each year since 1972, the percent of low-income students in

Title I schools has risen. In 1972-73 the percentage of low-"
income students in.all of the Title I schools was 61%. For the
1973-74 year, the percentage of low-income students rose to 67%.

- The following schdol year, 1974-75, the percentage of low-in-

come students was 74%; for 1975-76 the percentage rose to 80%,
and in 1976-77 the percentage of low-income students in all of
the Title I schools was 79%.

Ethnic Distribution is defined as the percentage of enrolled stu-

dents on October 1 who are Mexican-American (MA), Black (B), and
Anglo (A). Title I schools are characterized by a high concen-
tration of minority group students :

An average, taken over the school years from 1972-73 through 1976-77,
shows that 86% of the students in Title I schools are minority °

group students.

Major Special Programs are defined as programs bringing additional

resources to a number of schools in the District and being im-
plemented in the schools. Since the 1972-73 school year, other
programs that have been implemented in the Title I schools include
Title VII, ESAA, State Bilingual Project, Title I Migrant
Reduction of Pupil Teacher Ratio, State Compensatory Education,

" Communication Skills, Individually Guided Education, Right ;Read,

and ESAA Project Assist. The overlap of these programs has

roften been considerable in terms of target populations, areas

of instruction, and staff development. As a result, management
and planning of instruction on Title I campuses has been a very
complex task.

Language Dominance 1s defined as the relative language proficiency

?ip English and Spanish.

Results of a language dominance test (the P.A.L. Qral Language

‘Dominance Measure which was administered in the fall of 1976) show
"Title I pupils to be mostly English speaking. As shown in Figure III-4

fifty-seven percent of the pupils are English monolingual, meaning
they were not tested and presumed to be English monolingual.
Twenty-six percent of them are categorized as English dominant,
meaning they scored significantly better in English than in Spanish.

- Eleven percent of the students' scores in English are within a

predetermined range of their Spanish scores and, hence, this eleven
percent are termed bilingual. The remaining five percent scored
higher in Spanish than in English and, consequently, are considered

Spanish dominant.

"
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Figure I11-4

]

Language fl‘nnce of Kindergarteh Students in Title I Project Schools
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" “Bitogual -Scores for Spanish and Englich vere within 12 or fever points of each other,

 Roglish Dodlnant «Scored 13 or more potnts higher in English than Spanish
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Training énd Teaching Experience of Teachers in Title I Schools

Most teachers in Title I schools have formal éducational training
, beyond the basic bachelor's degree and have previous teaching experience
¢ :o in Title I schools.

Figure III-5 shoWs,fhat fifty-eight -percent of teachers in Title I schools
have formal training beyond a bachelor's degree. Seventeen percent have
completed master's degrees, and 8% have completed hours beyond a master's

degree.
Figure III-5: ACADEMIC BACKGROUND OF TEACHERS .
: IN TITLE I SCHOOLS. ° ’
422 - 133 ;
000000000 [ o st e .
000000000 |. ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o
' - Jeoooeeeoee|: > 2 22 s
P “ ’ 00000000 ---".-.‘. v m
i . 0000090000, . . ... v
) - - . _
I ' HNours Beyond .. Hours Beyond
BS/BA Dagres - ys/u Dagres  Degres e Master's Degrae

. ~ . - N ;
Thirty-three percent of teachers in Title I schools have hdd eight or more
years of teaching experience-in low-income schools. This is shown in
Figure III~6. Eight percent are in théir first year of teaching (Figure III-7),
and 207 arefn their first year of teaching in a Title I schools (Figure III-4).

.
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Figure III-6: TEACHING EXPERIENCE IN LOW INCOME
- SCHOOLS OF TEACHERS IN TITLE I SCHOOLS.
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| _ Figure III-7: °TEACHING EXPERIENCE OF
T TEACHERS IN TITLE I SCHOOLS.

~
£ é 5 j_é
YEARS OF Tucanlc EXPERIENCE ) n“ ll '\

Teacheifs in first, second, and third grades have had the most experience
in teaching generally and also in teaching in Title I schools. Fifth grade
teachers have had the least experience in both categories.

California Achievement Test (Spring, 1976)

In both reading and math, percentile/rankings of students in Title I schools
decline each’ year from grade 1 to grade 5. The percentages of students
\\; scoring at or below the 50th percentile are presented in Figure I1I-8.

. -

Figure ITI-8: PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS IN TITLE I SCHOOLS SCORING
A AT OR BELOW THE 50th PERCENTILE ON THE CAT, SUMMER,

. 1976.
| .. Reading = ' o Math _
‘Grade . Percentage ' Grade Percentggg‘
R j‘ e 1 417
2 e - 2 66%
3T 3 - 712
4 o83 . | 4 '; : 78%
5. - 85% 5 - 80%




Achievement in Title.I Schools

Generelly, students in Title I schools score below both national and local
averages on achievement tests in basic concepts, reading, and math.

Boehm Test of Basic Concepts (Fall, 1976)
’ ‘ 3

Forty-five percent of the kindergarten students scored at or below the
national average for low socloeconomic status (SES) students. ”}

Seventy-five percent of the kindergarten students scored at or below the
the national average for middle SES studénts. i

Eighty-sifggof the kindergarten students scored at or below the national
average for high SES students. W

Metropolitan Readiness Test (Fall, 1976)

Fifty—seven percent of the first grade students scored at or below the
25th percentile (national norms.)

s Seventy-eight percent of the first grade students scored at or below the
50th percential (national norms. )

Ninety-one percent of the first grade students scored at'or below the
75th percentile (national norms)

Overlap of Title I With Other Programs

, . . P . . - -
- . Many Title I students are served by more than one compensatory education
— program. The effects.of this multiple source instruction have not yet

‘been determined. o . v , ¢

A study conducted in October 1976 (See Figure III-9) showed that 5,904
students were identified to be served by Title I. Of the Title I gtudents,
51Z or 2,985 are served by the Title I Program and no other major compen-
satory education program. Forty-two percent (2,466) of the Title I

* students are served by Title I and one or all of the following programs:
‘Title VII, SCE, Special Education, or Teacher Corps. Approximately 8% \&;
(445) of the Title I students are served by Title I and two of the above .
programs. One tenth of a percent (8) of -the Title I students are served
by Title I and three other programs.

Forty-three percent (2,555) of the Title I students are served by a bilingual
program (Title VII or SCE Bilingual). Twenty-six percent (1,553) of the
Title I students are served by Title VII. Seventeen percent (1,002) of
Title I students are served by SCE Bilingual. Seventy-six percent (2,555). -
of the students in bilingual classrooms (Title VII or SCE Bilingual) are
served by Title I. Seventy-two percent (1,553) cf the Title VII students
~are served by Title I. Eighty-two percent (1,002) of the SCE Bilingual
students are served by Title I. :




S

Five percent (324) of the Title I students are served by Special Education.
Forty-six percent, or 324, of the Special Education students in Title I
schools are served by Title I.

Four percent, or 219, if the Title I students are migrant students. Seventy-
&  five percent of the migrant students in Title I schools are served by Title I.

o,
~

Figure III-9: DEGREE OF OVERLAP OF THE TITLE I AND BILINGUAL PROGRAMS.

Number of children in the Title I schools, the Titlé_I ”jg;._‘ :
program, the Title VII Bilingual Program, and the SCE .°" = " .

) Bilingual program, and the areas of.overlap between programs. ." "

. Source: Needs Assessment for ‘the Preparation of. 1977-78 .. ~
,,;// Applications for Compensatory Edugation Progrdms (ORE CIPEE R
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g ?ja' C."£v£1uation Description.'

"‘quluation of the Title I Program in Austin serves two main purposes.

‘Jf? ) : l.- To provide information to the local decision-makérs responsigle
for the implementation of the project's activities. .

. 2, To provide information required by the Texas Education Agency
S .-~ on the progress of students being served.

For each of these purposes, a major report was prepared toward the end
of the project year. ' ’ v

The evaluation staff hired to accomplish these tasks consisted of a
senior evaluator (58% of his time allocated for Title I), an evaluator
(25%), two evaluation assistants for process evaluation (100%), an
evaluation assistant for data processing (78%), a data analyst (78%),
and a secretary (78%). The other percentages of this staff's time were
funded by the State Compensatory Education Program and the Title I
Migrant Program. In addition, part of the senior evaluator's time was
funded by the\Title VII Bilingual Project. This division of labor :
te allows for thelnecessary coordination of actfVities and ideas within

- the evaluations of the compensatory education programs in the District.

On-going evaluation through classroom observations, interviews, question-

-~ naires, monitoring of records, etc. documented the level of implementation
of project activities. Outcome evaluation through standardized and locally
deve%?ped instruments measured the student outcomes produced by these
activities. ’ :

. Since the Evaluation Design formed the basis ‘for all evaluation activities

y - - and reports at the local level, a bﬁief review of the development of the
- design will help provide a more global view of the role and functions of
/  the evaluation component. .’ . ' ‘ .

. Decision questions were identified at both a system-wide and project level.
> These were then associated with evaluation questions, the answers to which
contfibute to the answering of the decision™questions. Information sources _
were specified for answering each evaluation question. Lastly, the scheduling, .
collection, anslysis, and reporting of this information was outlined in
terms of the school personnel affected, the time required of evaluation
staff, and the dates for completion of information gathering and reporting
activities. R ' : . ”

Many major tasks were performed by the evaluation staff for the Title I
Program. Most of these arose out of the need for information by the
District and the availability of that information through Office of Re-
search and Evaluation resources. :

o .



. These tasks included ....

1. Publication of Achievement Test Profiles (publication number 76-07),
individual school-~level graphs of student achievement gains for
the 75~76 Title I Program.

2, Printing computer listings by classroom of students' scores on
the Boehm, MRT, and CAT for use in identifying students eligible
for Title I services.

PO

3. Printing a complete listing of students identified for Title I
. services and the basis on which'each was identified.

4. Designing and printing revised nine-week reporting forms‘listing
each student by classroom for instructional personnel, counselors,
and community representatives to use in documenting the delivery
of services to Title I students. .

5. Preparing for Title I personnel and principals summaries of each
nine-week report for instructional personnel, counselors, and
community representatives.

6. Publishing the Needs Assessment for the Preparation of Applications
.. ' for 1977-78 Compensatoty Education Programs (publication number
76-21.) »

7. ~ Issuing formative memos on topics relevant to program planning
and/or implementation (e.g. "Which Title I Students Show the
Greatest Gains," January 4, 1977, and "Concentration of Services
for Title I Students - Implications for 77-78 Program Planning,"
Mgrch 21, 1977)
~- "W

8. Preparing the Annual Evaluation Report on Programs Funded through

- 'ESEA Title I for TEA.
[
9. Conducting the District-wide survey of students from low-income

families.

10. Conducting the survey of educationally disadvantaged students
" within Title I schools.

11. Preparation of the needs assessment narratives for the Title I
Pfogram components for 77-78.

. —

- The information required for the preceeding 11 tasks and for the answering
- of the 41 evaluation questions.in the evaluation design was collected
using the sources outlined in Figure III-10.

5 .
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Figure III-10:

Source

- California Acliievement

Test ‘

Boehm Test of Basic
Concepts

Metropolitan Readiness
Teat

" Parent ngaéio?naire

Behavior Rating Checkiist
Attendance’ Records

Reeding Teacher/Learning
Coordinator Survey

Teacher Questionnaire

Aide Questionnaire

Principel Interview

- Title I Administrative/

Supervisory Staff In-
terviews )

- Pupil Activity Record

) Coordinators Survey

Monitoring of Coungelor
and Community Representa-
tive Logs : s

Nine Week Reports

;

!

- Y
INFORMAIION‘SOURCES.
'Pogg_lf stion Involved

Students, 1-5

i
f

~

§tud§nts, K

'Stddents, 1

¢
L S

Sample of Parents
{p Title I Schools

Sample of Studenfs,
K=5

" Low-Attenders, 1-5

. &
Title I Reading Tea-
chers and Learning
Coordinators

i .

Teachﬁrs in Title I
Schools

Title I Aides
Title I Principals

Title I Staff

‘Sample of Students,
k-5 -

.‘AISD Instructional Co-
ordinators, Title I
Reading Supervisors

Title I Counselors
Title I Community
Raprll-ntativec

Title I Instructional
Staff
Title I Couneelors
Title I Cosmunity Re-
Preecentatives
L

Vatee
April, 1976
Octgber, 1976
(makeup) :
April, 1977

September, 1976
February, 1977

September, 1976
November, 1976
March, 1977

October, 1976
April, 1977

September, 1976
May, 1977

November, 1976

February, 1977

February, 1977
March, April, 1977

May, 1977

October, 1976
through April, 1977

March, 1977

- December, 1976

January, 1977

Throughout the Year
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EVALUATION FINDINGS

1. What are'the achieyément levels of students in Titie I schools in
Reading and Math?

ANSWER: The majority of Title I students are achieving below the

" - national norms for reading and math at all grade levels
except first and fall progressively farther behind through
the fifth grade. '

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Boehm Test of Basic Concepts

The Boehm Test of Basic Concepts, administered to all kindergarten

students in the District early each spring, shows that the

students in Title I schools score about the same as other

students of low socioeconomic status (SES), but below students
.~of middle and high SES. Figure IV-1 shows the percentage of

students in Austin's Title I schools who are at or below the

national average for the SES groups.

Figure IV-1: PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS IN TITLE I SCHOOLS SCORING
‘AT OR BELOW THE AVERAGE FOR LOW, MIDDLE, AND HIGH
'SES STUDENTS. X ‘ '
_jf-éfercentage at or  Percentage at or Percentage at or
Grade Below-Low SES Norm Below. Middle SES Norm Below High SES Norm .

'K 452 B 75% ' 862

- ’ ¢

.0_

Lo
" -

‘California Achievement Test

The California Achievement Test is administered each April to all District
students in grades 1 through*9. The scores in reading of students in
Title I schools are summarized in Figure IV-2., The first quartile is
the point at or below which 25% of the students.in the national norming
- sample scored. The median is the point at or below which 502 of the
% students scored. The third quartile is-the point at or below which
‘ 752 of the students scored.

At first grade, only 43% of the students in Title I schools score at or
below the national median score in reading. However, from second
through fifth grade, the students in Tit¥e I schools fall below and
continue to fall progressively farther behind the national norms.




o ' : i
. Figure IV-2: ACHEEVEHENT LEVELS OF STUDENTS IN TITLE I
' - 'SCHOOLS IN READING.

Percentage of students scoringvat or below the...

- First Third
Grade : Quartile Median Quartile
1 18% 43% 68%
2 39% - 64% 87%
3 - 42 70% 88%
4 ! 553 ~ 837 . 95%
5 58% 85% . 95%

[=Y

Based on April 1976 CAT Reading Total for students enrolled in Title I
‘schools in 76-77.

j »

Pigure IV-3 shows the percentage of students in Title I schools scoring
.at or below each of the three reference points in math. . The pattern is
_ the same as for reading.

*

r.

"~ Figure IV-3: ACﬁIEVEMENT LEVELS OF STUDENTS IN TITLE I -,
: a SCHOOLS IN MATH. :

Percentage of students scoring'at or below the'....

First. . - Third
Erade Quartile  Median Quartile
1 s 41% 732
2 33 667 872 ,
3 422 712 89 o
4. sex 78% - 91% *
5 54% 80z 921

‘Based on April 1976 CAT Math Total for students enrolled
in Title I schools in 76-77.




"2 Whag are the attendance levels of students in Title I schools?

ANSWER: Title I schools have the lowest attendance rates of the
elementary schools in Austin. In Title I schools, 37%
of the students missed 12 or more days of school in

"75=76. : . )
SUPPORTIVE DATA:
f 3 : '
‘ Attendance Registers .. )
In the fall ofA1976,'§’,“‘, the Title I evaluation staff reviewed the.
attendance regist_g_rs for 75-76 to identify low-attenders.
Figure IV-4 illustrates the proportion of low-attenders, students
missing 12 or more days in 75-76, to other students in each of the
Title I schools. Ovérall, 37% of the first through fifth grade
students in the Title I schools in 76-77 were low-attenders the
previous year. : . ’
The Office of Pupil Figure IV-4: LOW-ATTENDERS IN TITLE I
Accounting's summaries ' . SCHOOLS. A :
of attendance rates - Campus’ '
for each of Austin's Alltecn
- schools shows. that
- consistently the . Backer X A
) ‘"Title I schools are Blackshear | XXTOOCOCOOCOXXIXXXXOO00000000000
the lowest of the . Brooke’ | XOXOCCOOOOKX0000000000000000000
elementary schools , )
in the District.® Srow | PPo000caann0000000000000000000000000
L Campball OO XXX 0000000000000000000000000
Davson | x0000000aaD000000000000000000000050000000000005000000
Govells KOO X0000a0C0NOaa 0000000000000000000000000000000000000
. Maplevood XXXOOKOXK00000000000000000
I T . " Mathevs | ;O0c00000000000000000000 _
. ‘ , Matx J o0000aoaamaX 00000000000000000000
r _ g ’ - Norman XXXXX000000000000000000000 )
7 ' Oak Springs |XOOCCCOXKX0000000000
Orcega | "eooeononaKn000000000000000000000
Ridgstop XXXXXDO00000000000 e : .
Rosedals xxxxxxWoooo '
Rosewood XEXXX00000000000 _ ‘
Sanches TOOCXOOCOIXX 0000 0000000000000000000000
Sime DOOXXXXXIX000000000000000000000000000000
Zavele xnmnmooooooooooboooooooooooo
0 " 100 200 300 400 500 | 600
X = Lov Attenders ~ missing 12 or mors deys in 75-76 -
0= Othsr Students - missing fewer than 12 days in 75-76
- Rach lbeol repressnte 1.0 students.
ERIC .~ - - 65 ~ :




3.

What needs are there for'guidance and counseling gervices?

'ANSWER: School personnel. perceive a need for guidance and

counseling services, but less of a need than for many

other resources. Counselors' records show that 80%

of the idenfifigd Title I students were counseled this

year; however, more than half of these were for pPreventative
purposes. Behavioral and academic counseling was conducted

for about one out of every seven Title I students each nine-
week period. : 4

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Counselors' Records
»

Edch|nine-week period during the 76-77 school year, the Title I

c elors recorded the students they served and ‘the way in which
each was gserved. Summaries of these reports show that about 80%
of those students identified for Title I instructional services
received Title I counseling services. . -

Most of the counseling conducted was for developmental or preven-
tative purposes rather than as a direct response to a referral by a
teacher. During the third nine-week périod, -the counselors' reports
listed the reason for counseling for each child served. - These records
showed that 72% were served for developmental reasons, 16% for
behavioral reasons, 13% for academic reasons, and 3% for attendance
reasons. These are duplicated figures since the samestudent may
have been counseled for more than one reason.

Behavior Ratings of Title I Students

Teachers rated a sample of fheir students, both Title I and non-Title

I, in the fall and again i¥ the spring on the locally-developed

‘Behgvior Rating Checklist. However, in deference to the wishes of the

Parent Advisory Committee, no norms were developed and no comparisons

set up from which statements could be made about the relative behavior
characteristics of Title I and non-Title I students. The ratings

are useful only for measuring the success of the counseling activities
in improving student classroom behavior. '

Principal Interviéws

-Titig”I principals were interviéwed\in the spring.of 1977 and were

asked several questions about the need for guidance and counseling
services. When asked what resources are essential for a successful

Title I Program, 15 out of 19 considered a counselor to be essential.

This was the same number considering instructional personnel as essential.
Only instructional materials and clerical aides were considered

essential by more principals. Figure IV—S'illustrates these results,

-
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Figure IV-5: RESOURCE NEEDS CONSIDERED ESSENTIAL

BY

TITLE I PRINCIPALS.

W

Which of the following do

. you feel are sssentisl for '

RESPOMSES

Instructional Mate-
rials ’

Equipment

Insgructional Resource
Parsomnel (i.s,, leern-
ing coordinator, reeding
teachar) . v

Instructional Aides
)

Claticel Afdes

Steff Training for
Clessroom Teechers

A Coordinated Curri-
culum

Counselor

Commmity Represen- .
tetive -

Other

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

your school to implement
Title I Program effactivaely?

847

63%

79%

797

847

68%

53%

.79%

68% .

—

L) ¥

40 50
PERCENTAGE ' .

U 1

IR
20 100

L T
30 90

* Resources listed by principals under Other wers: physical
space (more room); conversion of professional initructional
personnel to clessroom teechers (2. principals); & visiting
tescher insteed of ¢ community representetive; human
resources; edministretive essistence; perent involvement/
perent treining,

51
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- :Teacher Questionnaire
On spring questionnaires, 65% of the teachers in Title I schools
indicated that they felt counselors were one of the resource needs
of, campuses implementing a compensatory program. Instructional
- ma erials, instructional resource personnel, aides, equipment,
and a coordinated curriculum were all considered more essential
than counselors were by a larger percentage of the teachers.

Figure IV—6 illustrates these results.

Flgure IV-6: RESOURCES CONSIDERED ESSENTIAL BY TEACHERS IN
TITLE I SCHOOLS IN ORDER FOR SCHOOLS TO IMPLEMENT
“TITLE I PROGRAMS EFFECTIVELY. '
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4. What needs are there for parental involvement services?

. '‘ANSWER: Althrough a large majority of parents from Title I schools
feel they are aware of school activities, less than half
know about the Title I Program, and even fewer know about
' the Parent Advisory Committee. Title I community represen-
tatives served about 60% of the Title I students in schools
. with a community representative. School personnel percelve
a need for parental involvement services, but a lesser need
than for many other:-resources. . v

s
B

SUPPORTIVE DATA: B .
; ',: 3

' Community Representatives' Records

Each nine-week period the Title I community representatives prepared a
report indicating their activities and the way§§n which the parent of
students were contacted or served. These reports indicate that about

60% of the Title I students in schools’ ‘to which a community representative
was assigned have been served through contact between community repre-
sentative and their parents. : '

Telephone calls and home visits for attendance problems were the most

frequently reported activity.

.Principal Interviews .

In spring interviews, principals of Title I schools were asked what
resources they considered essential for a successful Title I Program.
Thirteen of the 19 principals considered'community'representativgs

as essentlal. ~Resources considered essential by a larger number of
principals were instructional materials, instructional resource
personnel, instructional aides, clerical aides, and counselors. Staff
training for classroom teachers was'considereg by the same number ‘of
principals as egssential. A coordinated curriculum and equipment were
cited by fewer principals. Figure IV-5 illustrates these results.

-

Teacher Questionnaire

On a spring qﬁestiodnai?&: 63225;32.9 teachers in Title ‘I schools

.indicated that comfunity represetPatives are gssential for a successful
compensatory education program. Instruction ‘materials, instructional
resource personnel, aides, & coprdinated curriculum, and counselors .
were considered by more teachers to be essentidl. .Staff training for
‘téachers was considered less essential. TFigure IV-6 illustrates these

results. »

.
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Parent Questionnaire

A random sample of 600 parents of students in Title I schools was sent
a questionnaire in the fall of 1976. Another sample of 600 parents
was mailed the same questionnaire in the spring of 1977. Figure IV-~7 -
shows the results, of three items. related to the need for parental
involvement in the Title I schools. Although these are responses from ’
all parents in Title I schools, over 70% of the students in these
schools are in the Title I Program; therefore, the responses should be
reflective mostly of Title I parents.

v The majority of parents do not know much about the Title I Program,
Even fewer know about the Parent Advisory Committee (PAC). However,

a large majority do feel they are aware of what happens in their child's
school.

Figure IV-7: PARENT AWARENESS OF SCHOOL AND TITLE I
. ACTIVITIES (PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS).
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5. What other needs are perceived for Title I students?

ANSWER: 1In interviews the following groups identified these and many
other needs.

Parents - More books and instructional materials
) /" Transportation for children in bad weather
@ Teachefs - Math Services .
Title I Instructors =~ Experiences outside the school
Principals - More personnel o
Title I Staff - Expansion of support services to include
non-Title I students

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Parent Questionnaire

e

. A random sample of parents of students in Title I schools was mailed

. @ questionnaire in the fall of 1976 and another sample of parents
received the questionnaire in the spring of 1977. Two items were of
a needs assessment nature.

The first item asked parents what the school could do to help their

child learn more. Figure IV-8 displays their responses. More materials
- was the only response chosen by a majority of the parents. Other

frequent choices were more aides, tutoring after school, and medical

or dental help. ' :

Figure IV-~-8: WHAT COULD THE SCHOOL DO TO HELP YOUR
. CHILD LEARN MORE? "“(MORE THAN ONE
ANSWER MAY BE CHECKED.)
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" Provide medical or
dental help. e
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shoes, : .

Hire mo¥e aidee,
' Hire more tsachers,

Tutor the child after
school. -

Get more books and
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Other.
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The responses received to the second item are shown 'in Figure IV-9.

~ A majority-of parents felt that contacting parents when a child®is
absent would help their child's attendance. Other attendance helps
frequently chosen included doing nothing, providing transportation in
bad weather, and providing dental/medical help.

.
LA '
ki Figure IV-9: IN YOUR OPINION, WHAT COULD THE SCHOOL
DO TO HELP YOUR CHILD HAVE BETTER ~o
: . ATTENDANCE? (MORE THAN ONE ANSWER MAY /
BE CHECKED.)
agspowses

- Provide madical b.ip.
Provida dentsl help.

Provide clothing and
, shoes,

Contact parant when

child is absent. 52%

' Nothing. Attandance
ia the parsnt's respon-
aibilicy. ‘

Tutor the child efter
school so he/she won't
be so far behind, .

Provide transportation
in bed weather,

other. 6%
b 1 | S T 1 U ) 1
0 13 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 -
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Thn W e g '1, ] \/t";. . ,i."'* 'QJ
“¥-%chools were sent’a & - . .

| R
In the 8pring of 2977, all te m

questionnaire onf/which: tliey were asked,

Do, ou perceive that theres .~
are other student needs” ( nstructional gtfaupportive)_not_Cur t

" . T
addressed by Title‘Ig - g “is SRS S
More than half of clagsroom téachers in Title I.schools felt that'thereo\ '
are other student needs which are not currently addressed by Title I, -
according to their questionnaire responses. ' .

The other needs most commonly expressed by responding teachers who
offered specifics were (in descending order): math services, more
counselor services, less stringent regulations for irndentification of
and services to students, and bilingual services. Other student needs
expressed were: - lowéred pupil-teacher ratios, instructional help in
the content areas, better coordination between classroom and reading

lab instruction, more supportive services, activities to develop student

- @elf-concept and social skills, better kindergarten services, and more

instructional personnel. All other student needs listed by teachers were
isolated examples. . 4 :

Learning-Coordinator/ReadingﬁTeacherAguestionnaire }

In November, 1976, .the Title I learning coordinators and reading teachers
completed a questionnaire on which they too were asked 1if they were
aware of any student needs not currently addressed by Title I. Over

- half did indicate additional needs. The most frequent of which were

experiences outside of the school, a communication skills program,
services of a resource person in Spanish reading, a school/home partner-
ship in teaching reading, personality development activities, and math
skills development activities.

Principal Interviews

-"WhenfTitle I principals were intervieweq in the spring of_1977; they were

asked what needs they were aware of that affect the achievement of

Titleé I students but were not being met by the Title I Program as it

was currently structured. Most of the principals responded in terms of
school needs for dealing with student problems, rather than in terms of
direct student needs. Five principals indicated that more personnel
vere needéd, but they did not specify exactly what kind of personnel
vere ‘needed. Other respanses were (one principal each):

1) visiting teacher %
- 2) aides
3) aide training

‘Zﬂﬁﬁv v‘A4) preschool program ‘ - .,

5) Psychotechnic inservice .
6) 1increased number of students that can be served
7) parental involvement

'.'a

M
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Title I Staff Interviews

In May, 1977, the Title I administrative and supervisory staff members
were interviewed. They were also asked what other needs they perceived
that affect the achievement of Title I students. All five of the persons
interviewed perceived needs dirgpctly related to their area of work. In
a few eases those responses coi. cided. Their responses showed that: °
7
The Title I Administrator felt that schools had not served all
identified students the past school year.

The Administrator and supervisors in the Instructional, Guidance
and Counseling and Parental Involvement Components felt there was
a need for expansion of the support services to include Title I
and non-Title I students.

Staff shortages pPresented:a problem for the Guidance and Counseling

and Parental Involvement Compone in particular during 1976-77,
Four of 'the five persons interview¢d discussed the problem of staff
shortages.

Supervisors of the Instructional Component felt the Present structure
of the Title I program lacks a comprehensive format. They also

felt there was no effective way for dealing with the high mobility
rate of students in Title I(fehools.

The Title I Parent Involvement Specialist suggested the possible
need for a cultural program for Title I students similar to that of
Title VII. She also suggested that dissemination of information
to those communities not in the Title I or Title VII areas might
 be expedited if AISD would create positions similar to those of the
community representatives in other elementary schools in.the Districtx
~ Community activities could be coordinated across the District®
through such a plan.
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6. What éoordinatiqn of programs is currently being done?

ANSWER: Although recent efforts have been made to coordinate among
Title I, Title VII, Local Bilingual Program, SCE, and Title I
Migrant staffs, regular and frequent coordination by these
staffs and staff from the Department of Elementary Education
*does not occur. Some staffs have attended special planning
meetings for other programs, but mainly they operate inde-
pendently of each other.

.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

District Organization

The supervisory and administrative staffs of the special programs such

as Title I, Title I Migrant, and SCE are’ in the Department of Developmental
Programs; whereas, the bilingual programs funded by State, local, and

ESEA Title VII monies are in the Department of Bilingual/Multicultural
Education. These two departgents are both in the Division of Educational
Development. However, the major core of District instructional c¢oordinators
and administrators is in the Department of Elementary Education. A

partial organizational chart is presented in Figure IV-10 to show the
reporting relationships. -

Thus,~organizationally,,the various instructional programs which operate
in the District must coordinate with each other within departments, or.

across departments within a division, or even across divisions. The
~common meeting ground for all these programs is the school campus.

Figure IV-10: ORGANIZATIONAL CHART
School Board

Office of the Sup‘erintenden:

l
Division of Educational Developiient
o . | i
l ' - .

Department of ‘ - Department of Department of
Developmental Programs Bilingual/Hulticultural ' Elementary Education
: : l Education /l'y .

F ] ) I f : L
Titlc I Title I State Title VII State Local Local Instructional
Migrant Compensatory Bilingual 'Bilingual Program

Educa:ion

[

. nnmmm SCHOOLS
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Digstrict Meeting Schedules

No regular meetings are scheduled for the coordination of programs in
the District. Many meetings occur during which coordination of ef-

forts may take place. These include the following.

' Cabinet Meetings - Superintendent, Assistant Superintendents,
Directors of Elementary and Secondary Education; weekly.

Educational Development Divisional Meeting - Assistant Superintendent
for Educational Development, Director of Developmental Programs,
Director of Biltingual/Multicultural Educatior; weekly.

\

»

Educational Development Programs Staff Meeting - All coordinators,
"supervisors,,and specialists in the Division, biweekly.

First Friday Meetings - Department of Elementary Education in-
~structional coordinators, special program staffs are invited to
attend; monthly.

General Principals' Meeting - All principals, program staffs
are invited to attend; monthly. .

Area Principals' Meetings - Principals of an elementary area,
program staffs ‘are invited to attend; monthly.

Survey of Selected Instructional Services

« 7 In March, 1974, the 16 instructional coordinators/supervisors/specialists
' ; ,who are most involved in the planning and -supervision of instructional
'\ : . activities on elementary campuses were Survax The supervisors in-
. v cluded 10 locally funded instructional ol :
of Elementary Education, four Title VLI ARIMs] Project supervisors,
T 'three local bilingual supervisors, and - ‘wm'ﬁi e I supervisors.

>

Results of this survey are summarize

1. Title I Tifle VII, and local bilingual 8 pervisors do not meet
with local supervisors from the Department \Qf Elementary Education

.on/a regular basis.’

the fol owing £ive statements.,

io

2. Titlz I, Title VII, and local bilingual ‘supervisors have met
with’ local supervisors during First Friday Meetings in the

_ Department of Elementary Education (first Friddy of each month).

' : _"i.- ‘' In addition, all groups of supervisors have attended some area

oA ‘ principa meetings. :

3. Local supervisors reported no regular meetings with Title I,

', Title VII, or local bilingual supervisors.

Doy . . ~
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4. Local supervisors have met with special project supervisors in
special purpose planning ‘meetings.

5. Local bilingual, Title VII, and Title I supervisors meet every
two weeks in interdepartmental meetings.

All groups surveyed wanted more coordination of effort among the programs
in the District. :

Title T Staff Interviews

The Title I staff members were 1nterviewed in May, 1977. During thpse
interviews, they were asked about the coordination of activities among
the special programs and the Department of Elementary Education.

The Title I Parental Involvement Specialist reported good coordination
between Title I and Title I Migrant programs; however, no coordination

-has occurred between the parental involvement components of Title I

and Title VII even though they share nine campuses.

The Title I Guidance and Counseling Component is coordinated out of
the same office as are the ldcal counselors; therefore, coordination
occurrs readily. No other programs provide counseling services.

The Title I administrator indicated that there had been a minimum of
coordination between the Department of Elementary Education and all
compensatory education programs; however, the biweekly meetings within
the Division of Educational Development were cited as a effprt to co-
ordinate among special projects.

<



Do activities of Title I and other AISD programs overlap, gap,-or
mesh in providing instructional and support services?

ANSWER:  Title I and other projects overlap considerably in focus,
activities, and students served; however, some students Y.
in Title I schools do not participate in any programs
beyond the basic instructional program. Meshing of activities
is minimal. Each project concerns itself with its own activi-
ties, and locally funded personnel spend little time working
with special project activities.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Title I Staff Interviews

Interview results from May, 1977, indicate that:

At present, overlapping of instructional services does occur between
Title I and AISD. The overlap between the Title I Instructional
Component and Specilal Education services is a case 1in point.

Supervisors of the Guidance and Counseling and Parental Involvement
Components felt that the federal guidelines which specify the stu-
dents that can or cannot be served eliminate any overlap of services
for their components.

The Title'I Administrator was unaware of an; overlapping of services
in the schools, since she had. not worked in the schools during the

past year.

Three of the persons interviewed felt that a gap was created
through a lack. of communication between Title I instructional staff
and regular classroom teachers.

In the Guidance and Counseling component a gap is created by
inflexibility of the guidelines. Those same guidelines which create
eligibilty~for Title I service ean also prevent a student from
receiving services. For example, the guidelines state that a stu-
dent must be receiving instructional services before he/she is
eligible for any Title I support services. If a Title I student
‘manages to attain grade level &nd 18 no longer eligible for
instructional services, then he/she 1s no longer eligible for
counseling services.

None of the five persons interviewed had comments on whether the
activities of Title I and AISD instructional and support services

meshed.
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Survey of Selected Instructional Services

In the spring of 1977, the instructional coordinators/supervisors

of the major special projects such as Title I and the locally funded
instructional coordinators/supervisors were surveyed to determine the
frequency at which they provided selected instructional services

The 19 statements below summarize their responses.

1. All supervisors regularly conduct in-class supervision of
English instructional activities in the schools to which they
" are assigned

2. Local supervisors, however, conduct in-class supervision of -
English instructional activities infrequently in schools
which are in the Title VII Program and frequently in other
schools.

- 3. Schools. in both Title VII and Title I have all four categories

- - of supervisors (local, local bilingual, Title VII, and Title I)
conducting in—class supervision of English instructional acti-
vities. .

4. Spanish instructional activities are supervised .in-class
frequently by the Title VII and local bilingual supervisors.
Local supervisors work infrequently in this area, and Title I
supervisors do not work at all in thia\area.’

5. On-campus supervision/planning of English instructfonal activi-
ties during non-instructional time 1is less frequent than in-
class supervision for the supervisors as a whole.#

. 6. On-campus supervision/planning of Spanish instructional
activities during non-instructional time is less frequent than
in-class supervision for the supervisors as a whole.

\ .-7." Consulting with campus-level personnel on local school problems
is an activity of all supervisors. The frequency of this
consulting varies with the Title I. supervisors reporting
frequent conaulting for all Title I campuses.

8. Title I reading labs are supervised frequently by the Title I °
supervisors, infrequently by.local supervisors, and not at
_.all by local bilingual and Title VII supervisors.. ‘

9. RSome Title I aides receive planning help or are supervised by
‘Title I supervisors frequently, others infrequently. Super-
viaion of aides by other supervisors does occur infrequently.

10. Selection and ordering of materiala for instructionin English
from local funds and Title  VIT funds is an activity of local,
local bilingual, and Title VII supervisors. Title I supervisors
do not help_aelect;'or;order,materials for English instruction
from local funds.. - : :
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11.

12'

13'

14'

15.

16'

. . 17.

... .18,

Selection and ordering of materials for instruction in English
from Title VII funds is done by Title VII, local bilingual, and

 local supervisors, but not by Title I supervisors.

Selection and ordering of materials from Title I funds for

English instruction is frequently an activity for Title I
supervisors, not an activity for local bilingual and Title VII
supervisors, and infrequently an activity for local supervisors.

Selection and ordering of materials for Spanish instruction is

a frequent activity of local bilingual and Title VII supervisors.
Title I supervigors do not help select or order Spanish mater-
ials. Local Wipervisors do this infrequently if at all.

Planning and proposal development for program activities for
the 76-77 and 77-78 Title I Program was a frequent activity
for Title I supervisors only. Local and local bilingual
supervisors participated infrequently. "Title VII supervisors
did not participate at all.

Planning and proposal development for program activities for
the 76-77 and 77-78 Title VII Projects was a frequent activity
for Title VII supervisors and local bilingual supervisors only.
Local supervisors participated infrequently if at all, and
Title I ‘supervisors did not participate at all.

No supervisors reported participatiﬁg in the planning and
proposal development of program activities for SCE funds except
infrequently:at one school. '

Planning and proposal development for the 76-77 State Bilingual
Program was a frequent activity for local bilingual supervisors,

v an infrequent activity for local supervisors, but not an activity

for Title VII and Tﬁ I supervisors.

In the planning and° ducting of staff development activities,
supervisors participated frequently in those sponsored by their
own funding source and not at all or infrequently in each others.
An exception is participation in State Bilingual funded activities
by Title VII supervisors (frequently) and by local supervisors
(infrequently). o i

Overlap of Speciai Programs

Mid-year 1975-1976, the memberships of the major special programs operating
at the elementary levél were compared to determine where overlaps oc-

curred. Figure IV~1ll ghows that there is considerable overlap of services
and funding sources in terms of target populations. - 4

The following 14 statements summarizé the overall findings of the study.
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Figyre IV-11: DEGREE OF OVERLAP OF THE TITLE I AND BTLINéUAL PROGRAMS.

O

Number of children in the Title I schools, the Title I
program, the Title VII Bilingual Program, and the SCE
Bilingual program, and the areas of overlap between programs.
Source: Needs Assessment for the Preparation of 1977-78
Applications for Compensatory Education Programs (ORE
Publication Number 76-21).
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1. Of the Title I students, 51% (2, 985) are served by the Title I
.~ Program and no other major compensatory education program.

2. 42% (2,466) of the Title I _students are served by Title I and
.- one or all of the following programs: Title VII, SCE, Special
'_Education, or Teacher Corps..
.- . k . ’
. T3 Approximately 8% (445) of the Title I students are served by
.Title 1 and two of the above programs.
.
0 .
/ X 4. One tenth of a percent (8) of the Title I students are served
*" by Title L\and three~other programs .
o . 5. 43% (%'555) of the Title I, stu&ehts ‘are served by a bilingual
R program (Title V¥II or SCE Bilingual)
6. ~26%9(1 553) of the Title I students are. served by Title vII.
7. -17% (1,q02).of Title T studen}s are. served by SCE Bilingual. '
_8.. 7.6% f2;555) of the students in bilingual classrooms (Title VII
+  or SCE. Bilingual) are served by Title I. :
9. 3722 (1 553) of the . Title VII students are served by Title 1.
L ﬁﬂf 827 (1 002) of, the sca Bilingual Students are se:\ed by Title I:
c'iig" SZ (324) of . the Title T students are served by Special Education.
AR lf;'“462 (324) of the Special Education students in Title I schools
oo . are served by Title I. . ,T

'

13. 4% (219) of the Title I students ‘are migrant students.

14, 75% of the migrant students in Title I schools are serVed by
. Title I. w o

Job Descriptions .

oL The Job descriptions of the instructional coordinators/supervisiors/
) specialists for local and special. project activities refléct-the activities
**  _they reported participating in og the Survey of Selected Instructional -,
.+ Services.. Generally, lecally. ‘funded instructional coordindtors in the
Departmentoof Elementary - Education have a very lengthy job description
which commits them to do. almoSt everything imaginable related to instruction.
job descriptions of the personnel for special programs sye¢h as Title I
are more concis and relate to,project activities exclusive Y.
'/"'9" : Lo
IRy In lummary, ‘the *bcal instru&tional coordinators job description "
” »qncompasses all fThstructionally related activities, whereas, the personnel .
funded through Title I .#4nd other special programs are committed to work
exclusively with theit projects activities. , .

4 enas



V=

8. What student’ outcomes are- produced by’ the‘staffing patterns and roles
currently used inﬂthe Title I Program’ i
2 ANSWER: Except*at Eindergarten, the achievement levels of Title I
: ‘ Y ‘students are very low, even with both instructional and supp::
S . serviceé from Title 'I.,~ Attendance and classroom behavior
B v . . may gg "helped by counseiing servides, but parental involvemeﬁh* -
seTvices failed to impagx attendg Ce ’ )

4w

SUPPORTIVE DATA.

) N ‘L’s’\ .
/) ’ Nine-Week.Reports

3 The schools' master lists of«Title 7dentified students listed 6, 230
- , 8tudents. By March'18, 1977g*31433;(87Z) had been served by Title'I.
instructors, 703" (76%) by counseibrs, and 3,794 (61%) by community
. rébresentative . 0bviously,Athe largg number pf students identified
S prevented delivery of %erviées to
i . et ) ,\ - .';,‘ s [N
v Because of thﬁp, only uhoéq,studént @hd did reeeive services were
s used ‘when calculating ‘dthieveme -}
as & Tesult of couqseling,,ang: ‘ved attendance as a result of
. counselingﬂand/or pareng?l inyol e

S

. q o : '
Other/evﬁlaation m;4refepenced below which ind{cate the
ca, T studént outcomﬁg p‘odﬁced by Gach” -component.. Generally, -instruction
P " ptoduced deper thén prdjec€b§ gains and cémmunity representatives
g %failed to 1ﬁpact student attendance significantly. ' Counselors, on
‘the other hand, Anay have gontributed positively to both. classroom
v ﬂ\behaviOr and studeﬁt atténdance.

‘0;-ﬁ,-\@t:% . Student Outcomes f:7. Evaluation Questions

X

o ff.;}x.' o Achievemcnt i 16, 32, 33, 37, 40 v,

p Classro uBehavior . . : 32
' Attendanc g .y 33, 34, 36 ,
> ; .
’;/. - P
' 3
\ s “,'_“ v( i
-, & R . -
" , .
L \ : ‘.
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How much direct instructional time is furnished to identified Title I
students by the current staffing patterns and roles?

ANSWER: e amount of direct instructional time provided to Title I
~ students by -Title I personnel varies from none to several .-
hours per week. On the average, a Title I student receivés

about seven minutes a day of direct instruction from TitIe I
personnel I

o~

N

Nine-Week Reports from Tigiﬂiinlnstrdétional Personnel

&

~ . Each nine-wgek period, the Title I instructional personnel on each

considerably.

staff. ‘ )

campus completed a detailed report of the individual students
served during that petiod, the Title I person(s) “serving them, and
the average number of days per week each child received direct

~ instruction. - These reports were collected by the Title I .
evaluation staff and analyzed in order to report to the project P
staff and the schools on ‘the progress of the delivery of instructional
‘services to identified Title I students ‘

*
At mid—year, an 1n—depth analysis of the data collected showed that
227 of the identified Title I g udents had received mno direct

‘instruction from a Title g—fun d pétlolf In addition, of the_ 78%

who had been inotructed, a very wide range of instructional time had
occurred. Although many students had been served daily, mapy others
who had been served were served in only one nine-week® peri:g'and/or
for only one, two, or three days a week. The average time of these
daily instructional periods also ranged wideiy from 20 minutes to

about 50 " . 552
‘By the end of the third nine-week period} rch’ 18, 1977, 87% of the

identified students had received at least some direct instruction.
Thirteen percent still had not.

A closer look- at the nine—week reports showed that 28% of the-

' identified students were beimg served by an aide only and not by
a reading teacher or a ‘learning coordinator. These aides were

assigned mainly to the very earlyugrades to work with students not
scheduled, to go to the reading labs.

School Organizations

In Chapter III of this report, each Title T school's structional
program is described. .These descriptions also show that the amount
of direct instructional time provided by Title I personnel varies ..

few of the 20 Title I schools. The most evident characteristic of
the individual schools' programs is that all identified students
cannot be setved daily or even weekly by the available instructional

" No one descriptioifbf an organizational plan would fit more ‘than a

_f .
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Claésroog Observatias

Beginning in the faIf§§f 1976, randomly selected Title I students

were observed on a full-day basis. -All of: the student's activitigs_/

were recorded minute by minute from 8:00 a.m. until 2:30 p.m. The—

results of these observations again indicate the degree to which Title I
3 insfructionél personnel are stretched to serve the large number of

students identified.

“ When the average number of minutes Per day the Title I aides, reading
i, ‘teachers, and learning coordinators spent with Title I students were
“% caluculated, the totals were quite low. On the average, Title I

students in grades 1-5 have direct contact with'a®Title I aide for

three minutes, with a reading teacher for two minutes, and with a

learning coordinator for two minutes. This totals to a daily average
* of seven minutes per Title I student during the year.

Title I students did not receive extra time in instruction. They -
: - Treceilved almost exactly the same amount of time in reading/language
- arts instruction as did non-Title I students (in both Title I and
‘ " non~Title I schools). : ' .

Title I students spent no more time going from class to class (or

reading lab) than did nen-Title I students, "Hall time" for all
8roups averaged to around 15 minutes- per day.

~J

e




10.. How much supportive service is provided to .,idep‘tifie'ciifl"l“itlé' I ¢
~ /. students by the current staffing patterns and goleg?_a_.'{

Thé current staffing patterns and roles provided counseling 4

‘  ', .+ and guidance services to 76% and parental involvement
o ’ “-services to 61% of the identified Title I-students through
g March 18, 1977. ’ ' ‘

- SUPPORTIVE DATA:  *

" . Counselors' Records ' , S N ':‘ !
. . : . ¢
. “ech nine-week period the Title I counselors maintained records of
¢ ach student served, in what way, and for what reason. By the end _
o ’,lof the’ third reporting period, 76% of the Title I students had
Zr .7 %" received counseling services. Individual counseling had been provided®
f,_ ‘«3’ %0.292 ,of:"thev_'{l,‘:f_.__t_;}e-‘_]:, gtudents and group counseling to 72%.

e
AN 7 -,

*‘l?u’rg.n @_lhlé' :yt'hirdk‘.'."n‘ihe;week period, group. couﬁseling encounters "

TR A
Q &’3@ \.}e're“,'agj'f’éﬁudeqt_:s‘:-iS;SOI times. Individual counseling .sessions served
s _Zw,g; defits @:926‘ ‘times. | ,

2

Y PSRN 'oﬁnhﬁnftx’gh ep resggtatives' Records _ -,
B '?"-éOngﬁunity".»ﬁép_resentatives also maintained nine-week q% rds. By (
S “:zthéy end of the third nine-week reporting period, 61% of the Title I
S ¥iawk - istudents had been served by the community representatives. through
L0 {?ﬁp’&"i‘g‘ntal‘ag;iv,j._tiea# _The community representatives reported kaving
L 5’ visited thé homes of 39% of the Title I students. Parents of 50%
o g™ of athe 'stfudqht@w%t':ep&,t‘teg'to ‘have participated in some school
Ty ”ﬁ{t'tiﬁy other.-than_PAG-me o .
o .:. nn.%» ) . T', ) . .8 > - .
~gome\visits and o aﬁ}tfendance problems were the most
V(D « St Tl ' ' '
R .'.‘, . [P - «
L ‘.‘f: o *
4 N ) %
Y a )
. . . s
' ";_' - < "
e N
;7 ' ) '
K - . s \ 1
‘ . .
':" [} ‘ et .,
‘l:‘i' ’ t i * .
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11.

‘Boehm Test of Basic Concepts

What are e hievement levels of students in low-income schools at
each grade, K—12?

ANSWER: Students in low-income schools score well below students in
‘high-income schools in reading. The gap increases from
kindergarten through twelfth grade. Except for kindergarten
and first grade, low-income students in Austin score below
national averages in reading. Achievement in math follows
the same pattern. '

SUPPORTIVE DA%A:

B L . "ﬂ .

The Boehm Test of Basic Concepts was administered to all District
kindergarten students in February, 1977.  Figure 1Iy-12 compares the
scores for students in low-income schools with student's scores in
high-income schools. @A low-income school was,defined as one with a
percentage of students *from low-incomé?families higher than the
District average for all schools. A high-income school was defined
as one with a percentage of 1ow-income students below the District
average.

s L oo, . 2

"~ The median Iow-ithme 3chool average on the Boehm was below that for

other schools in the District.

Cr
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California Achievement Tést apd Sequential Tésts of Educational Progress

- The measure given in April, 1977, to detemine student achievement
- 1in grades one through eight is the Califernia Achievement Test. 1In
' grades ni e through twelve, the Sequential Tests of Educational
Prog s used., Figure FV-13 compares the median school percpntile
‘on t ding sections of these tests for low-income and high-income

schools. :

J At every grade level, the low-income schools were below the high-

gf income schools. Except in first grade, the low-income schools' median
percentiles were below the national ierage. In addition, the gap
between achievement in schools of the two income levels increased
from first grade to twelfth grade. The only exception was grade
6 where schools are desegregatgd and the mix of low-and high-income
students is greater on each Campus.. ) /

- Although figoi;.es:;. are not presented here, inspection of /the achievement
scores for ma )

M
.uﬁ‘gtol thi.n Percentile
, ] e
Schools §ith * N Sehooln With N .
| Bigher centage pf gg%nhruuus R e
¥ | Low-Income Stud.titF cotse; Stud te R /o
‘I than AISD Average All Schools” o
Number ef .| 'Median - Nunbor of ? f Number of Median o
Campuses . |Percankile uses antilel Canpuses | Perceatijel
23 62 TR (P S TN 75 e
23 1 as 3l 74 54 65
23 2% 31 e .l sa 61
) ) . % M .
23 29 ‘30 64.5 e 52
. o : L ¥
.23 - 20 .30 7 61 53 48
5 % | 3 s4 8 | & A
o3 16 . .8 53 1 as
_ -3 f s 8 57" 1 -.' 49
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) S 1 8 4 9 42’ g
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12. At which grade levels is supplemental instruction most beneficial?

S . )

ANSWER;h?ﬁg?answer is available. This question has not been investi-
” digpted experimentally by researchers.

. | : L
Review of the Literature ' ST

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Although there are many advocates of early childhood education and some
programs have been successful, the relative merits of supplemental in-
struction in the early grades versus in the later grades does not, lend

itself to simple ré@éprch. #ggordingly, a brief literature search un-
covereq no such research. RdBources were not available for a more indepth
review! :

- Achievement in Austin's Title I Program ® ) . "
. ) .;., e 3

a8

) ! L - i R
Except at kindergarten where Title I students d*non-Title I studehts
mgpe impressive gains on the Boehm Test of Basﬁq;Canepts, supplement ary
ifstruction has not produced consistent achievetignt gains at ‘any grade .
level. It is important to note that the kindergarten gains by Title .I S
% students are more than: offset by slower than average achivement gains
.after’' grade two. o R S : S

»
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13. -What approgihes to reading are now being used? . ‘J

ANSWER: There is no common approach to reading being used in the Title I
schools or in the Title I reading labs.

SUPPORTIVE DATA: - o

Individual School Dégaiiptionszv

' The school descriptions for each of the 20 Title I schools in , - R
: Chapter III point out the variety of curriculgrused. Many reading
teachers and learning coordinators use a wide ange of materials
rather than one .central approach for all children. 2 ’.

Through clés;:;Bﬁ?gﬁsérvation » school visits, and discussions
with school personnél, these scriptions of each school's program "
were developed. Evident in thid array of information sources was a °
common theme - most classroom teaxhers and most Title I reading ™
teachers and learning coordinators’dare choosing tHeir own approach

&g to reading instruction and not coordinating that(?pproach with

other teachers or other schools. *

Vs

7%
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14. How do teachers view their\freedom to select an approach to reading?

ANSWER: Most teachers feel that a coordinated approach should be
used by all personnel in a school; however, less than half
of the teachers feel that coordination among schools 1is

'needed

SUPPORTIVE DATA: - ' o

s, Teacher'Questionnaire

A spring questionngire sent to all teachers in Title I schools ;
investigated how they viewed their freedom to select an approach

to reading. . They were asked who should use a coordigﬁtgﬁ approach
to reading : o '

s

Nearly three-quarters of the teachers in Title I schools felt that
a coordinated approach to reading should be used by Title I
learning coordinators/reading teachers and the classroom teachers

in a school.
b

. . A little less than half of the teachers in Title I schools felt that -
S ~a coordinated approach to reading shpuld :be_used by Title Iulearning.x .

-+ + coordinators, reading teachers, and classroom tedchers throughout &, oo
N all Title I schools. . ¢ o

Two thirds of the teachers in Title I schools felt that a’éoordinated
approach to reading should be used by all classroom teachers at the
. same grade level in a school. . ¥

One fourth of the teachers in Title I schools felt £hat -2 coordinated
. approach is appropriate for all teachers. at the same 3f?de level-in
-‘different schools throughout the District

. A little over half. .0of the teachérs in Title I schools felt that a
'; coorliinated approach should be used- by classroom teachers at all
gtade levels within: a school.
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15. What has research shown to be the effects of different approaches to,
‘ reading instruction, alone and in combination with other -approaches?

ANSWER: Research evidence indicates that there is no overwhelmingly
"best" approachipbut th&’e are some characteristics common
to successful approaches ‘to reading instruction.

SUPPORTIVE DATA: o o

Brief Review of the Literature on Instructional Appfoaches to Reading

~

o Extensive research on reading instruction from the mid- 1950's on, especially
in the last decade, has not led to the discovery of a single, "best" ap-
proach to the teaching of reading,\or even to a universally accepted de-
finition of reading and the skills Yhat the ‘reading process entails. (3)

. Though reading programs abound, a fact attested to by the multiplicity

' ezt of programs ‘fostered by the National Right to Read endeavor, they are

‘” not characterized by.a unity of theoretical approach, purpose, or instructional
‘method. By way of example,,lZ exemplary Right to Read programs were
‘cull d*from 27 programs recommended by the American Institute for Research
(affér a’ nation-wide survey of 728 programs) as having exhibited positive
reading gains on the part of students pver a number of years. These 12 -
programs represented a wide range of: approaches, from direct instruction

by tgachers with an: ‘organized phonf%s system, to modular instructional’

units, to learning to read through participation in art workshops (1)

The absence of a generally recognized method foJ teaching reéading arises

, in part from the lack of definitive research. Studies which compare *

“ 3.7 . one complex of instructional factors with another complex of inatructional
L factors make it impossible to isolate the single characteristic (1f indeed
@  there is one) which makes one program. more effective than another. This
7 ' has., regulted in a general. un‘illingness to accept one specific ‘method

. .to Ehe exclusion of all others. S - P

'-"-Besides the lack of definitive research, another factor 1nhibiting the
B ,acceptance of & generally recognized method for teach qﬁmrqading;ts
7 'the spIIt between those who favor‘reading for meaning: fzphgﬂhe beginning
o and the.proponents of . "decoding," teaching the- student decode the visual
alphabetic symbols first, with meaning following naturally from this pro—
cess at a later stage., i

1}

A,Apart from theoretical différences concerning ‘the nature of reading, however,
‘dongensus among tesearchers seems to be that teachers ought to look for
the method ‘6r. tombination of meéthods best fitted to each child. They
7 are fﬁ*ther in agreement that a more important factor than the acbual
. 'teaéﬁgﬁg method employed is the professiOnal competence of the clagsroom
-§,-"§ .teacher (3) 2

3 .'L-ngaép nt research ahﬂeaVors provide some specific information on those
- teacher ehaviors which promote better instructiOn

by
~
- ON

SN
a—thoe



A large scale study of compensatory reading programs was ponducted by
Educational Testing Service (ETS) for the U.S. Office of ducation
over a five-year time span in over 700-schools :across. the .country.

The study uncovered a number of major findings, summarized briefiy
below: . s R : - NG

1. Heterogenous grouping o 7 tudents promotes reading achievement
gain among compensa!bry students v

‘f;fﬁf: - 2e Achievement is re1atedﬁ;o c1assroJm interaction, including such
T ”“’vefiables as student autonomy, teacher warmth or leadership
~gtyle, teacher control, teacher attertion to students, and
- student involvement in’ learning. _
‘3. Common characteristics of schools that maintained particunlarly
effective reading programs included:

TS

: a. the definition of reading as an important instructional
e ~ goal, Q@ : . ' N

b. effective educational 1eadership specific to the issue of
reading insﬁruction, AR

c. careful attention to basic ski11s,
gﬁ??k‘fe;;'»‘ "da_jbelative breadth of materials, and

e. cross-ferti zation of ideas among teachers.. (4)
Some specific suggestions on teaching methods were developed from research
findings by the Research and Development Center for ‘Teacher Education at
the University of Texaaat' Austin. Briefly summarized their findings
suggest that low SE' S i s benefit more when

N _ K .
1.7 The’ teacher 8Y8 -natically controlé classroom activities which
~ - have c1ear1y specified‘instructional purposes, 3
T B L a7
2. The teacher minimizes the opportunities for off—task behavior
) . and keeps the students actively engaged in. appropriate le ing
asks most of the time that they are in the cIassroom, anan

e
3. 'The teaéher provides direpc instruction with the following features
. KX
a. Small chunks of material on the students" 1eve1,
b,i'ample time for practice and feegbﬁck,and

o e frequent*opportun;;ieé"or the studente to respond to
- \ ’teache: questiqns '(-2)
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" . ,.
" 16. ‘Did the Instructional Com‘ ent meat its stated objectives for
- reading? , .

ANSWER:  No.- .
SUPPORTIVE DATA: - *

.California Achievement Test o : ib';l}gfﬁ - ,
The‘Instructional‘Coﬁionent's stated objectivés ﬁorireading were: 77?22

, _ o ) . . .

| _.,*'

L

year, the Title I,
lL~demonstrate a
n reading by scoring
“month of that expected

- Upon completion of the:.1976-77 sc
participants on the first. grade
compreherision of words and sem
an-average grade equivalent wi

‘nia Achievement Test.

by a single administration oﬁ' he=s
,,.Ha. " - 3}

(Comprehension Subtest) in Ap¥id’ i}
b. Upon completion of the 1976w‘ ‘qql, the Title I parti-,

cipants in the second, thir ‘;'*ﬁrth, and fifth grades will

demonstrate a comprehension~ words and sentences in reading

by scoring an average of .8-ndhths grade equivalent gain per

. month of instructfbn, as measured by pre- and posttest ad-
ministration of the California Achievement Test (Comprehension
Subtest) in April, 1976 and April 1977. C e

c. “Upon completion of thé 1976- scbool year, the Title I -
participants in the second, third, fourth, and fifth grades
. will demonstrate a basic khowledge of vocabulary by scoring
- an avd"ge of .8 months grade equivalent gain per month ‘of
instruction, as measured by pre~ and posttest . administration
- ‘of ‘the California Achi‘vement Test, (Vocabulary Subtest) in
T Ml 1976 and April, 1977. . ' C

Firet grade Title I students scored -an average of . 1 5" grade equivalents .
ﬁpril 1977. This was short of the objective level of“1.7. However, °

- *‘562 of the- Title~I students did achievg;the 1 7 grade quivalent level

or above. - he

L]

Y

Figure IV-14 shows the percentage oﬁ»Title I- students at grades two
through” five who made the hoped-for gain for .8 enuivalents. Fifth-
graders came the clasest o the 60% objective leveI‘with 54% oiv:: the
Vocabulary Subtest, and % of the fourth graders met the objective
in bot vocabulary and prehension. - _ .
e _” ) z.°
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. Figure IV-14: TITLE I STUDENTS MEETING PERFORMANCE
e S - OBJECTIVES IN READIN&——TCalifornia
. - ) Achievement Test
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. 17. _Does-the current method identify the students with the greatest need?

~ ) . ANSWER: Yes, however, some students at or even above grade level
’ o "+ - are also identified.

[y

SUPPORTIVE' DATR: . ' .

. California Achievement Test ‘ :
. LS X \

A . .
AEEording to school averages on the California Achievement Test,

17 the 20 schools identified for participation in the Title I

Pro m are the lowest elementary schools in the District. Thus,

the schools containing the greatest concentration of low-achieving
students have been successfully identified. However, three schools,
Brown, Mathews, and Rosedale have ach%;vement levels above that of — %
several non-Title I schools. _ o . .

Within the Title I schools, the current allowance for teachers to '
identify students based on the Ladder of Skills (a subjective
measure) resulted in over.500. students' being identified even though
their test scores were too high for Title I eligibility. Some of
these students had scored at or above grade level, a few into the
90th percentiles. N :

/

Boehm Test of Basic Concepts >
As with Ehe CAT,. the average Boehm scores for ehe i@entified
schoolf are generally the lowestﬂin Fhe District:‘ ‘
Economic Survey ‘

N, A ‘Eacﬁ spring; the District‘cohducts an economic survey to determine

» the number and percentage of students' from low-income families. o
The surVvey was conducted by the Office of Research and Evaluation v
for the first time in 1977; however, the same 20 elementary schools

-« as in 1976 were identified as having the highest concentrations.
Since no other measure of families' 1income levels is avaiiable, the
o ‘accuracy of the economic survey is unknown. -

Y

¥ . - .
N 7 . - (2 iy 4
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-
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\

-How accurate is the me{hoﬁ currently being used? ' -

ANSWER: The current process for the identification of Title I
schools seems to be.adequate. Within Title I schools, the
. process for identification of Title I studlents qualifies
over 70% of the students enrolled, some' achieving at or
N above. grade level. . Over omne third of the teachers in Title I

who need help

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Economic Survey * R , Jq,

. . : . /

The economii surveys conducted in l976 and in_1977 for the Title T
Program identified about 30% of Austin's students.as bg;:g from
low-income families. This toﬁhis to about l7 000 students District-
However, the Title I student allocation for Austin is about
0 students. Thus, Austin's method for identifying students
from low-income families-identifies about 70% more students than the
Staté's allocation formulas have estimated. Obviously dif‘ferent://1
definitions of low-income are ‘being used. ‘ .

Without'other measures:of individual family income with which to
compare, it is impossible to establish the validity of the economic
survey fn identifying Title I schools. . -

Educational Survey -

See evaluation question 17. Generally, ‘students with the greatest
need are identified; however, some with lesser needs or even with*n
educational deprivation are identified.

A

Teacher Questionnaire

-

A spring questionnaire sent to all teachers in Title I schools

produced the following results. Fifty-éight percent of responding

teachers were aware of no student that needed Title I instructional

services who were not identifjed for Title I services. o '{/b
- - Ve -

Twenty—six percent were aware of anywhere from one to ten students/,

who needed services but were not identified for Title I, -

Eleven percent were aware qf 50 or more students who needed services

but were not identified for Title I. ¢
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‘ANSWER: For economic identification, no ugeful information- is ’,

Edﬁcational.Survey . PR

O

What sources of information useful for identifying Title I students
are available? .

&

available other than free and reduced lunch applications.

e - For educational jdentification, the current District testing
9 program provides objective infotmation, and teacher observa-'

*  tions are available for subjective determinations.
. : .

SUPPORTIVE DATA: “

Econdmic Survey
< . W ) ' b
Before time f£or the annual spring economic survey of students in
Austin, the Title I programmatic and evaluation staffs brainstormed
sourcds of economic information. Because the family income levels
of students by name were required, all extra-distri t sources, such

‘as, IRS, the census, employers, dhd - the parents were-found to be
" unavailable or impractical to tap.- The evaluation "Staff for the

Low SES and Minority Student Evaluation Study attempted to pilot
a home survey to determine socioeconomic-status; however, even the
trial survey met too many problems. -

The only District source avallable, other than school personnel's R
opinion, was applications.made by parents for free or reduced
lunches. This was used as the primary source, and school person-
nel “were asked to list .other students who they judged were from .
low-income families because of clothing, health, attendance, or . /
other factors usualfyﬂrelated to Jow incomes.

!
Other than teacher ratings and grades, the ,following test data are
avallable as a result of the District testing program and regular\“'

Title I testing See Figure IV-14. B
o7 . IN
~Datay. - ' - ‘Instiyment , Students )
March/Augnst | 'K Screening Test All kindergarteners . ‘\\:“ .
\. . Spanish Screening A1l kindergarteners in
S Test Title VII schools and
BRI Y other kindergarteners :
N ) thought to understand o
. ; Spanish
’ September # PAL Oral Language ,AllDSpanishfspeaking *
a ' DbminancenMeasure kindergarteners and )
e ’ first and second grade 7
" not previously tested
September/ _ . Boehm Test of Kindergarteners
February Basic Concepts I -



o

-
" Data Instfﬁment ' Students' :
September- = Metropolitan First gradefs»——)
v / , °  Readiness Test - /\/

- April California ' First through fifth

. Achievement Test graders
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* 20. What method (of communicating viédtations of Title I guidelines)
has been employed in the past?

ANSWER: No systematic metlod hads been used. Meetings amd confer-
o ences were frequently mentioneg,by principals an¥ staff
. in addition to a. variety of individual sources used to
L~ learn of guidelines.

SUPPORTIVE: DATA:

Principal Interviews / -

In spring interviews the 19 Title I principals were asked what methods .
had been used in the pgst to compunicate violations of Title I
guidelines to them. Responses showed that information about Title I
guidelines has been communicated to principals verbally, for the most
part, through meetipgs and’individual conferences. Some principals
also’ indicated that they .had received guideline information through
bulletins or memos from Title.I staff and from copies of the yearly
application for Title I funds. Other sources of info tion regard-
.ing Title I.guidelines that have been used~in some isolated cases by
Title I principals have been: Title I Principal's Notebook, Title I
reports, preschool workshops, information packet, books on I}tle I
and- the Federal Register. .

Q

Three principals felt that communications this.year have been better .
than in the past, but several others felt that there was need for
much better communication of guidelines, and a handbook or some other
written reference tool was suggested by them. AN

-
-

.
ey,

a

Informat4ion abput guideline violations hHad been communicated "almost s
©  exclusively through verbal contacts wit Title I staff. Only two '
<}\ principals indicated that they had rece ved formal compunication
regarding guideline violations. R ; T
. - v ; B
A TitIe I Staff Interviews : , . .

’

t

*In spring interviews, ‘the Title I administrative and supervisory
staff were asked the same question. They reported Epat guidelines
passed on to. principals ‘of schools through meetings with guest

Ry . were

Q’ KSPeakers from Title I TEA (Texas_ Education Agency), area directors,
' 2i5he I staff,. through Title I Applications, and through memos. '
: -{/ ! Three of the persons interviewed indicated that as far as they knew

there was,to- structured method for communicating guideline violationms.
Howeve;, .the otBer two dibcussed approaches .they were familiar with,
and the Title I Administrator gave an example of the procedure followed
. o R whén a violatiomr ig discovered by TEA. 1In that case a Jletter is sent
t¥ S : to the superintendent, assistant superintendent, proper director, and
P ncipa of the school concerned. The Gujdance and Counseling Com-
_ gnent upervisor indicated that violation rotifications were handled
g © throug{ the director: of the dépgrtment Ttle - ‘1-gdministrative staff,
or conferences with principals nd staff congerned. Occasionally,
follow-up memos, are seng, after the matter has been settled
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21. Has this method (of communicating violations of Titlg\i

guidelines) beer’ successful?

ANSWER: No. TInformation has been communicated verbally and
All guidelines are not known by

inconsistently.
SChoo} personnel.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:.

See evaluation questions 20 and 22.

Title I Staff Interviews

Oon the subject of ggg succesé of the methods used for correcting
guideline violations, two of the five persons interviewed felt the
Two others felt”’

méthod of correcting violations was ,successful.
‘the method was very unsuccessful, and one felt that dt times the

m?thod worked, while at other. times it did not.
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22. Do schools not realize that violations (of Title I guidelines)
occur? . -

-

ANSWER: Generally, schools are aware of the violations which
occur; however, not all the guidelines which are violated
are known ahead of time by. school personnel.

' SUPPORTIVE DATA: ,

Principal Interviews

When asked if their school had experienced any problems with
* following the guidelines, eight principals said that they had had
o . no problems with following the guidelines in their schools, while
' "~ nine others were very much aware of problems caused by the restrict-
g tions which do not allow Title L services to a child unless he or
, "she is in the Title I instructional program. The general rigidity
of the guidelines was quoted by one other as a problem, and the
method of identification of Title I students was discussed by \\
another. .

- <

v

- Nine-Week Reports
The nine-week reports maintained by Title I instructional and sup- °
oo . _portive personnel on each compus did indicate numerous violations
s of Title T guidelipes throughout "the year. - The violations docu-.
4 mented by the evaluation staff to the programmatic staff during the
"~ year included:

-

i. providing instruction to students not identified, —

. v *
L 2. counseling students not identified,

3. serving the parents of students not identified,

4. counseling identifiedestudents during nine-week periods
when they were not receiving Title I instruction,

—

.,

5. serving the parents of identified students during nine-

x - week periods when they were not receiving Title I instruc-— -
tion, and !
6. \serving non—Title I students with a Title I aide assigned \
to a classroom. -
. ; ~

Formal and informal discussions with school personnel revealed that
many of these violations were a result of poor commdnications
within the schools of who was eligible to be served each nine-week
period. However, the fact that a Title I student could not receive
supportive services unless he was receiving concurrent instructional
services was not known by some community«tepresentatives and coun-
selors. ’ -

. . 3
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23.

If violations: (of Title I guidelines) are pointed out, would schools

move to correct them?

ANSWER: There is not sufficient information available to answer this

* question, however, several instances indicate that schools
would react in different ways. : B .
SUPPORTIVE DATA: ' »

%

* Reactions to'Coﬁmunication'of Violitions N

Mid-year, the Coordinator of Guidance,and Counselihg communicated to the
Title I counselors that they were to be serving only those:- students who
were currently receiving Title I instruction. According to nine-week
reports kept by the counselors, almost all of them were still serving
a few students .who were not reported as being served by’ Title I in—
structional personnel. :

In reaction to a memo from the Title I evaluation staff concerning the
need for one school to ensure that the Title I aide serve only identified
students, the principal directed his teachers to make sure that the aide
served only identified students. f
An example from outside of Title I shows that an SCE school that was
serving grades 6, 7, and 8 with SCE community aides. reduced the service
to grades 6 and 7 when the evaluator pointed out that only grade 6
was"eligible for services. ) g@
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24, What are pbssible altérnatives;(for communicating violations of Title I
guidelines) and how do schools sank them for preference? v

/ ANSWER: Principals and staff prefer informal reporting of violations
' to the'principal? and formal follow-up 1f no action is taken.

SUPPORTIVE- DATA:

Alternatives

.

4.
The following alternative procedures for reporting violations of Title I
guidelines to the schools were generated by the evaluation staff and
used as stimuli for principals and programmatic staff to respond to in
determining their preferred procedure.

Report-informally to the principal for action/feaction; if
problem persists, then problem would be reported formally in

a memo to the principal with a carbon to appropriate admin- |
f ) . ’ ==

istrators. .

Report formally and immediately to principal in a memo with \

carbon copy to appropriate administrator.

'Report formally to Title I staff in a memo with no carbon
copy to the principal..

Report formallyggo.Tiﬁle 4 staff in a memo with carbon copy
to the principal. .

Principal Interviews

In interviéws, the majority (79%) of the principals responded that the
appropriate procedure for reporting violations of Title I guidelines
would be to report'informally to the principal for action/reaction,
but if the problem perg?éts, it _should be reported formally in a memo
to the principal with a carbon to appropriate administrators. Four
principals (21%) preferred that violations be reported formally and
immediately to the principal in a memo with a carbon copy to the -
appropriate administrator. i

-

Title I Staff Interviews

Title I staff-were given a set of four alternatives and asked to rank
them. Four of the five persons interviewed chose a combination of the
following two:

-

Alternative I - report informally to the principal for action/
reaction; if problem persists, then problem
' would be reported formally in a-memo to the
i principal with a ca;pon to the appropriate




Alternative II - report formally and immediately to principal
. in a memo with car?on copy to appropriate
administrators.

They favored Alternative I, but 1f the problem should persist they
felt Alternative II should be adopted and memos sent to the Title 1
Administrator and person/persons (perpetrator of violation) concerned.
R ~ T
The Title I Administrator did not indicate a preference for any of
the four alternatives. All five felt that the director of the
department should also receive notice of any violations. One person
suggested that the perpetrator of the violation should be notified

as well. ‘
T
7




25. Do teachers and principals have different expectations for Title I
(low-income) students?

ANSWER: <The majority of teachers (78%) and principals (68%) feel that,
with the inst¥uctional program that exists in Austin's Title I
schools, Title I students will probably make some progress
toward closing the gap between themselves and students in non-
Title I schools. However, 22% of the teachers .and 32% of the
principals had other expectations.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Teacher Questionnaire

In the spring of 1977, all teachers in Title I schools were sent a
questionnaire on which they were asked to give their expectation for

the achievement of Title I students. Figure IV-15 shows that 78% of them
agree that the current instructional program will help Title I students
to progress toward the achievement levels of other students. Higher
expectations were held by 16%, and lower expectations were held by 13%.

Fd

°

Figure IV-15: EXPECTATIONS FOR THE ACHIEVEMENT
OF TITLE I STUDENTS.

3,

- ' EXPECTATIONS ™.

—

* With the instruccional v . |

. program that exists in .
' Austin's Title I schools,

Tirle T students will ' - : I
probably... - /5/ -

i)

fall farther behind PPI 5%

, students in non- -
Titla I schools, T 2%
continua td achieve pPPPPI 117 & ’
far below students in - .
non-Title I schools. TTTTT1  11% . ¢

make soms progress to- :
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~ 1
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schools.
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schools. .
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%y . . and other students.

A )

(r ' S

Principal Interview-

. f Pl
A .

In - the spring of’ l977, principals were asked the same question about
' vexpectations” jority of principals (68%) alsoc felt the Title I
. students will make some progrees in' closing the gap between themselves

Figure IV-15 shows that one principal felt Title I

. tu%ints will fall farther behind, two felt they would continue to be - .
ehiqnd, 13 felt - _somewhat- optimistic, and three were very.optimistic. -

B : : .8 Lt o . . ‘ B .
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26.

- ) - ~
r

What does the research literature 'say about ,the effects of expectatiqnﬁ?

ANSWER: ‘Research on the effects of teacher expectations“is inconclusive,
S . some studies indicate teacher“éxpectations influ#\nce student.
achievement while other fifd" no effect.

suﬁtgﬁTIVE,DATA: : | |
: ( b . S

Brief Review of the Literature on Teacher Expectations ;

- This review preeented a number(of studies which supported the hypothesis
at teacher expectations influence student .achievement and a number

{hat~did not. On the support side of the hypothesis, the best known and,
most controversial findings were those of Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968)
published in their book Pygmalion in the Classroom. The central idea\ ‘
of this book was 'that_ one person's expectation for another's Behavior -
-could come to serve as a-self-fulfilling prophecy, " dse., one~person

s will do simply what is expected of him by another.

While attracting popular acceptance,°Rosenthal/Jacobson s findings
provoked the critical attention of other educational regearchers.

Flowers (1966) contradicted Rosenthal and Jacobson's findings. Thorndike
(1968) and Snow (1969) ’presented serious criticisms of the measurement
techniques and statistical analysis used in the study. Replications

of the study performed by Fielder, Cohen, and Finney (1971), Caliborn
(1969), Jose and Cody (1971), and Fleming and-Anttonen (1971) failed

to verify Rosenthal and Jacobson's results. However, a study by Brophy
and Good (1970) yielded results supporting Rosenthal and Jacobson 8
findings. .

\

As evidenced by these studies, the queetion of whether teacher expectationsfi‘

influence student -achievement remains an open one. Methodological pro-

blems in isolating the expectancy communication from other factors in-

fluencing student achievement, and, in part, in defining teacher expec-:
{ tancies;, have created difficulties yet to be resolved by researchers.

\
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27. Do teachers with low expectations for Title I students produce different
student outcomes than do teachers with high expectations?

ANSWER: No. There were no differences found im the achievement ga{ns'
of students with teachers haxing low or high expectations. i

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Teacher Questionnaire ‘ : . e .
Ty

. - A -
in the spring of 1977, all teachers in Title I schools were asked to give
their expectatiqps for the achievement of Title I students. Evalygtion
question 25 discugses these expectations. For answering this question,
two expectation values were tised for each teacher. The actual response
of the teacher and the average response of a11 teachers -who team teach -
: together.

California Achievement Test

The scores of second through fifth grade students on the CAT Reading )
Total, were used in a mathematical model With the teachers' expectations.
The. model attempted to predict a student's April, 1977, CAT score by
using»his April, 1976, score and his teacher's expectation level.

3 Results of the analyses showed that there wag no significant relationship
between teacehers'’ expectation levels as reported on the questionnaire
and their students' performance on the CAT. .

This could indicate that there really is no relationship, or it could
indicate that a questionnaire format is not sensitive enough to measure.
a teacher's true expectation level.for students' achievement.

\) ’ . . ' . . ’ ///
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-28. How great is th® “eed for Suppovgiserviegs by~ students not in the

-

Instructional COM p°nent°

ANSWER: only 10 Out | /g.fiuie I principals feel there is a need

for Tit tle’ T counSel rz/t"_zrve students not-'ip the -~
Instru€tlongy componefit. No information is available

- for pafe Ntay 1nvolvement : ’

Principal Inter¥lews

Teh principals in d1QK€’ that there was a need for TitJ® I counselor
serwice for stud®lts .. in the Title T Instructional ComponeTtitas.
Three of those P 1nc1 als d0_TOot have Title I counselors in their

. schools at this. 1me. All’fé§0fe1t that this was a very definite .

need for their 5¢ O0lg.- - - Y S ¢
The nine princiPls gy, 1ndicated that there was no need for’ Title I
counselor servi®® for non—Ti e I gtudents in their schools were
primarily principals who haV€ an AISD counselor as well as a

Tit¥e I counsel®® in tpeir 5¢M0ol at this time, although one of those
principals-felt 't wggo gupliC3tion of effort to have two counselors.
One of the nine Pr inQi als», hOWever, said that the need was greater
for’ those Title Students who could ‘not be served by their Title I
counselor becau®® of j..k of time and resources to gerve the large
numbers of eligiPle studentS® One other principal gelt that the AISD
counselor curren Y ava ilable to her campus was ‘ddequate 'to serve

the Title I and Non-pieie I Students on that campus.

Teacher guestioﬂEEire

/Fifty-four perce nt of ponding teachers were aware of no students
in their sch001 ‘Who did not Need Title I instructional services
but who do need the services °f the Title I counselor and/or
community repref®Mtatyye.

Twenty-three pefcent k‘éw of aNywhere from one to.tencstudents
who needed Titl€ { eoypgelo? 3Md/or community representative services
but who did not eed in structional help.

S -
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29,

SUPPORTIVE DATA: . - L.

~ -
P

Do suﬁpoft.serviceé alo&% contribute to a chilg's'achievement?
) , B
ANSWER: Not determinable. _ .

Nine-Week Reports . : _ S Lo

’

Nine-week reports indicate that too few students did receive suﬂport
services and not instructional services to allow for any analyses of-

the effects. Receivipg support services alone would be in violation;‘

of Title I rules and regulafions. T

5
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30. -Does a combination of support services ‘and instructional services
contribute more to a student's achiivement than support services

, alone? . . \
. . 'P\ ™ . . -
‘ AANSWER: Not determinable. , ; .
SUPPORTIVE DATA: o SR S
. " . : ‘ R B / . N
Nine-Week Reports =~ . //\ AN ////

BN Nine-week reports indicate that too few: stuﬂents received support
services without instructional\services to allow for analyses to

- " be conducted ~
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

,ﬁould providing suggort service
Component prévent some studentgjit?
ces?

'ANSWER:

- Pr cipaifInterview- o :f . ~ ’
&E- e~ ‘ ‘

“Eight principals ‘felt that-1if: their Title I counselors were to serve A
"'students who,are not

-principals felt that'there would be few or no problems in that situation,

o - e

students not in the Inétruqﬁional

he, instrucxionalqprogram rom
j.i,ni.. Mgy Ny

receiving those support seryfces?
7

Not all student gdn the inst uctional program are currently

served by counseldis -Or community representatives. Of 14 :

principals with Title I counselors, eight felt that serving

, these students would take timevfrom Title I students who. .-
need couhseling. T A 4 \ . _
' : R ' ' " ! : 4
: SUPPORTIVE DATA: ® L ~ ;. ’
‘ o . : - .
N fvl . -

AN B

‘being 'served by the Instructional Component, it . =
would take time from*the Title I 'students who needed gservice. Six- ,
and the five principals of schools without Title T counsélors ﬁﬁd not ¥
reply to this question. oA

o

P c \
y . .

Nine-Week Reports B} Y

K
.

. A

The nine-week reports kept by ‘the counselors and. theé community représen—

tatives show that not all Title I Students in ‘the Instructional Component
~were delivered supportive services” . N , ..

e
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32. Did‘thé in-class behavior of students improve as a 'result of coun-
. seling and guidance services? “ N

ere\pf the students who .réceived counseling services
tZled in their teachers’ ratings of their behavior than

e students who\were not\couneeled -'\

. .'J

o

o ’ . SUPPORTIVE DATAX\\\ s ®

-
Behavior Rating Checklist !

. .
- . " . -

!. ' , In fhe £all anduagain the spring,jeach teacher in-a Title I°school

\

" R rated the classroom behavior of a group of_rapdomly selected ‘
' students, . The Behavior Rating Checklist (BRC) used was developed

L by the Title I evaluation staff for this purpose.
= ;"P’ A : ~ . . -
o ‘Using the couasclors' nine-week reparts, those students _who had been

-counseled were identified! Then the percentages of these sfudents
. and those’ not counseled who were rated higher by their teachers
. in the spring.were calculated Figure IV-16 shows the percentage of
b . students improving on each of - the 10 variables on the BRC. On eight
of. the 10 flables, a, larger percentage of students who were
* counseled made gains. -

"The Guidance and Counseling Component's objective was that 607 of the
students counseled would make gains- from fall to spring. Even *
though this objective’ was not met, it appears that the counselors

’ may have been influential in the students classroom behavior since
more of the students with whom they worked 1mproved

“ ’ N
Y

—_—




Figure IV-16: CHANGES IN CLASSROOM B}:IHAVIOR.
’ [

-~ ,) Behevior Rating Checkliat - Fall to Spring

Ve BEHAVIOR °

(=)

IASONSMSLISH A NI LINMNORRNTT 4,2 97, .
33.3% N

1. Student demands
extra time from the
teacher for help.

-

CHRIHNINSIRLIIINH TN RN 43 0 07

2. Student understand
b nee 36.2%

q and follows directions.

3. Student quits or
gives up on assignments
. bafore completion.

<

HsER MM 32 o 7%
23.5% ‘

4, Student bothers
others while they are
working.

ARmRmstsiumnin 35 .8%
35.17%

‘5, Student brings
things to class, int="
tiates discussions,
shows imagination.

6. Studeﬁ“relks class~
/ room or sc Ql rules.
P \ .

7. Student must be re-

primanded during class
. time.: )

INtRERHmmInIEne 38 .8%
e 39.1%

R 360 67
30.8%

IR 36, 1%
30.5%

~

T 34,67
38.9%

8. Student does what
the teacher asks with-
out complaint or delay.

9, Student is prepared
and eble to partici-
pate in class activi-
ties,. lessons, dis-
cussions, etc,

AT ERETIY 36,67
33.0%

10, Student completes L X 1. YA .

work on time and in 29.4%
gopd order. —— 4 - ¥
s L g R -
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 R

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS IMPROVING
(Higher rating in Spring than Fall)

swwssmmmm = Students Receiving Counseling Services, N=823,
ossseemmameey = Students Not Receiving Counseling Services, Ne442,
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- o b . . .
33. Did the achievemeﬁt levels of students improve as a result of coﬁnseliné
and guldance services? . ‘
. —\ & , .
ANSWER: There are no indications that providing counseling services
contributed to student achievement, )

SUPPORTIVE DATA: . - %
e

\

Nine-Week Reports -

The counselors' nine-week reports were used to identify, those studenté
’ whoALad actually received individual or group counseling.

California Achievement Téest

—

The CAT, Reading Total, score for students in grades two through five .
were used to determine 1f-counseling had had an effect on achievement., ©
Using a model which predicted April, 1977, CAT scores based on April,
1976 ,%%cores, grade level, and counseling services, the students who

were not counseled had higher predicted posttest scores.

*+ This could very well be a result of the selection process for determining
which students are counseled; hqwever, it would still imply that
counseling-servi¢ces did not offset the lower achievement pattern of
the students counseled. Vs




34. Did the attendance rates of €tudents imprqve as a result of
counseling and guidance services? ¥

- ¢ ) . -/ .
ANSWER: Yes, however, students not counseled improved more. .

SUPPORTIVE DATA: —

—

. * Counselors' Records

Fach nine-week period, Title I counselors maintained records of each
i . student served and the manner in which he was served, either
. individually or ‘in a group. These records were used to identify four
categories of Title I students who were counseled.

1. Students individually counseled only.
2. Students group counseled orly, oy

3. Students both individually and group counseled.
4, Students individually and/or group counseled\gall students
’ counseled in either or both ways). =

As a comparison group to these, those Title I students who were
neither counseled nor received any services from a community
representative were identified.

\Listing of Low-Attenders

3
'

of 1976, the Title I evaluation staff provided counselors
with a computer listing of all students in Title I schools who had missed
12 or more days during the 75-76 scheol year. These were to be the target
children for coqueling for improved attendance.

Attendance Registers

- In the spring of 1977, the Title I evaluation staff surveyed 76-77
attendance registers in the schools to determine:the attendance of
the identified 1ow—attenders during the first five six-week periods.
The number of days absent during these five periods in 76-77 were
compared to the number of days absent for the same periods in 75-76
to determine the percentage of low-attenders who had improved. Only
students with 15 or more absences in 75-76 who had been enrolled all
five six-week periods in 76-77 were included in the analysis.

Figure IV-17 shows the percentage of low-attenders in each of the
five categories described earlier who were found to have at, least
two fewer absences in 76-77 than they had in 75-76. The improvement
of 60.5% of the students counseled exceeded the objective level of

607%.:

< I !
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It is important to note, however, that more of those students who
- were neither counseled nor served by a community representative
improved their attendance by at least two days. L

’

Figure IV-17: ABSENCES OF LOW-ATTENDERS WHO
] RECEIVED COUNSELING SERVICES.

-
SERVICES RECEIVED

.
Students who were indi- N
vidually counseled only. 52.9%
(N=17) : .

Students who were group

Students who were both

tpdividually and group 59.0%
ccunseled, (N=200)

v

Students who were either 60.5%
individually or group _ .
counseled. (N=626)

. ¢ N

Students not coun- .
seled, no parent con- 64.3%
tect. (N=426)

[¢] 10 20 30 40 50 . 60 70 80 90 100

’)/ ’ . PERCENTAGE OF LOW-ATTENDERS WHO WERE ABSENT AT LEAST TWO
FIWER DAYS DURING THE FIRST FIVE STX-WKEK PERIODS IN 76-77
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35. Which of the activities proposed in the CASFA, Counseling and ¥
Guidance Component, Item three, Part B/fwere conducted during
the year? ’

ANSWER: The percentagé of Title I students who were to receive
counseling services was exceeded. Indications are that
. _the counselors did perform their proposed duties as
~ ~ described in fhe CASFA.
: {

_SUPPORTIVE DATA:
T
i

/
-

Counselors' Records / .

The counselors' nine-week reports through March 18, 1977, showed
that 85% of the identified students in their 15 schools receiving *
Title I instruction had been counseled. The projected level was
©75%; thus, this activity was implemented ‘as planned. '

Counselors were to have spent 60% of their time in group- and
individual counseling activities. The other 40% was to have been
spent in observation, working with other staff and teachers, providing
training, etc. Although no direct measure of the proportion of time
spent in each area was paractical, the number of times the
counselors reported participating in each area were compared. This "
comparison is not intended to be scientific nor conclusive and may
tend to overestimate counseling time since group counseling sessions ’
counted as one activity for each student involved. .The comparison
showed that 61% of the counselors' reported activities were group and
individual counseling. The other-39% were in the second area. These
. percentages very closely reflect the proposed levels. ) 2

~Guidance and Counseling Supervisor's Interview

According to interview remarks made by the Guidance and Counseling
Supervisor in May, 1977, the following monitoring and staff development
activities were conducted.

Campuses were visited no less than twice per month by the Guidance
and Counseling Supervisor. Additional visits were made upon
request, and Title T records ‘were monitored at the end of each
semester. If any discrepancies were found, a follow-up monitoring
session was made.
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" 36, Did the attendance rates of students improve as a result of parental
- . involvement services?

5ANSWER: Probably not. The attendance rates of students not served
- improved more. N

-

o . .

* ' SUPPORTIVE DATA: - -

. Vi :
¢.  Community Representative's Records ' .
. . v' :} .
. >
Each nine-week period, Title I community representatives maintained
‘'records on each’ student who was served. These records were used
to identify two categories of students.

1. Students whose homes were visited,
2. Students whose homes were visited and/or were phoned.

As a comparison group to these, those Title I students who were
" neither counseled nor received any services from a community
representative were identified. .

Listing of Low-Attenders . ‘ o

- . - R |
In the fall of 1976, the Title I evaluation staff provided community
representatives with a computer listing of all students in Title I
schools who had missed 12 or more days' during the 75-76 school year.
These were to be the target children for parental involvement for

improved attendance.

Attendance Registers'

In the spring of 1977, the Title I evaluation staff surveyed 76-77
attendance registers in the schools to determine.the attendance of
‘the identified low-attenders during the first five six-week periods.
The number of days absent during these five periods in 76-77 were,
compared to the number of days absent’ for the same periods in 75-76 /
to determine the percentage of low-attenders who. had improved. Only ‘-
students with 15 or more absences in 75-76 who had been enrolled all
five six-week periods in 76-77 were included in. fhe analysis.

-

Figure IV-18 shows the percentage of students in each of the three
categories. described earlier who were found to have at least two
fewer absences in ‘76-77 than they had in 75-76. The improvement

of 52% whose home had been visited and of 567% of whose home had been
visited and/or phoned was shor: of the 60% objective level.

. In addition; 64% of those students not served by the community represen—
. tative or the counselor improved. ‘

A}
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Figure IV-18: ABSENCES OF LOW-ATTENDERS
WHO RECEIVED SERVICES FROM
A COMMU'NI‘BY REPRESENTATIVE.
#

P

‘/"
SEXVICES RECEIVED

Students whose homes

were visited by s com-
mmnity representstive,
(N=293) ¢

Students whose homes
were visited sud/or
parents vere phoned
by s community repre-
eentstive. (N=403)

Students not coun=-
esled, no perent
contact. . (N=426)

) ?- . 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 - 80 90 100
PERCENTAGES OF W-Afgg:tu WHO WERE ABSENT AT LEAST

FIWER DAYS DURING THE FIVE SIX-WEEK PERICODS IN 78-77 *

q



37.

J =
Did the achievement levels of students improve as.a result of parental
involvement services?
- B
ANSWER: There are no indications that providing parental services con-
tributed to student achievement. - :

SUPPORTIVE DATA: : <

Nine-Week Reports

The community representatives' nine-week reports were used to identify
those students who had actually received parental involvement services.

o

California Achievement Test . "V’

-

The CAT, Reading Total, sco;és for students in grades two through five
were used to determine if parental services had had an effect on achieve-
ment. Using a model which predicted April, 1977, CAT scores»from April, 1976,
scores, grade level, ahd pdyental services delivered, the students who .
were not served by the community representative had higher predicted post-
test scores.

.
This could very well be the result of the selection process for determining
which students are served; however, it would still imply that parental
involvement services did not offset the lower achievement pattern of
the students served. _ . Ny

¢}
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38. Did the awareness of Title I parents increase as a result of parental
involvement\serviceag :

5 : ANSWER: Parents' knowledge about the Title I Program and about the
things happening in their children's schools did increase.

Many other factors may have contributed to this in addition
to Title I parental involvement services.

SUPPORTIVE DATA: ‘ .

Parent Questionnaire

~

In the fall of 1976, and again in the spring of 1977, a random sample of
parents of students in Title I schools was mailed a questionnaire
The two samples were made up of different parents.

<
Four of the items on the questionnaire were for the purpose of answering
this evaluation question. The responses of the parents who returned
the questionnaire are presented in Figures’%“ﬁlQ through IV-22,

Parents reported in the spring significantly higher levels than in the
fall of knowledge about the Title I Program and about the things that

. happen in thelr children's school. These increases may indicate that

{ the Title I parental—dnvovlement activities were successful; however,
many other factors must also be considered. There may be a normal

~increase in parental awareness from the beginning of "the school year
to the end as a result of regular school communications and children's
reporting to their parents. In addition, Title I schools have other
projects working in them which target parants for services. The Title VII
Bilingual Project, for example, has community representatives on nine -,
of the 20 Title I campuses, and Teacher Corps has a strong emphasis
on parental involvement on one campus,

'In two areas, Nno change was found from fall td spring. The Title I

Parent Advisory Committee was still a relative unknown for the parents:v/
»  The percentage of parents who read notices and letters sent home re-

mained the same; however, this level was initially very high in the fall.

o - 1}9
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ure IV-19: PARENTAP KNOurznee OF AND SuppORT
OF 5CHOOL ACpryrrIESs ITEM 1.
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Figure IV-20: PARENTAL KNOWLEDGE OF AND SUPPORT
: OF SCHOOL ACTIVITIES, ITEM 2.

Item 2: Do you know about tha Titls I Parent Mvisory Cn#tu -at your child's
elementary, school? -/
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39.

‘The Eommuni j
withi'!f_itle ﬁ
'rec&f&g Y

" The b'mmunit
. for eagh ideptifi¥ed Title I student. At the latter part of the second

: perigﬁi Ong

.

Which othhe activities proposed;in the CASFA, Parental Involvement
Component, Item 3, Part B, were ednducted during the year? '

s e ¢
ANSWER: €ommunity representatives, did repgrt serving 73% of the
identified Title I students in their schools; however,

proposed record keeping aqq{Parent Advisory Committee

“ (BAC) activities were short of proposed levels.
'SUPPORTIVE DATA: e ¢

i RS ¢ ' i
Community Representatives' Records

!

o Byt )

By March 18,1977, the community representatives had reported serving
theﬁba;entd'éf 73% of the Title I students in their 14 schools.
&jrepresentatives were to have consulted "regularly"
staff, teachers, and other school personnel. The detailed -
the third nine-week period indicate that an average of
feweigghan thgéé\students a week were the topic of consultation.

5 [ W

L . =1y .
representatives were to have kept accurate records:

nine-wkek pe iod, the evaluation staff monitored these records. Only one
of the 13 comnun#ty representatives had these records for all or '
almost all tle I students. Four others. had most of the cards pre-

' pared;:fhrééﬁhag'some, four had only a few, and one had none. At this

time, the evaludtion staff began generating printed nine-week report

- forms for the community representatives. Thereafter 12 community

reprgs?nta;ives maintained and turned in completed forms each reporting
ommunity representative neither maintained nor submitted

reports. '

>

. By, @he end '£~ ;L third nine-week period, 44% of the Title I students

had-had a hﬁme.visit from the community representative, and- 57% had
had a parent participate in a school activity according to the community
ﬁSbIeSentatives' records. KA

o~ S

Thefﬁgj, nity representatives were to have organized their local PAC and
held monthly meetings. Twelve of the 13 schools had records of local
PAC organization and meetings. These meetings ranged from one to eight
for eachschool. The average number of meetings held was five.

Attendance of community representatives at the District PAC meetings
was inconsistent. Sign-in sheets, show that a few never attended.

Parental Involvement‘kpecialist's Interview -

All Title I supervisory staff memers were interviewed in May, 1977.

According to the Parental Involvement Specialist, the following
monieg:ingvand staff development activities were conducted. .



The Parental Involvement Specialist visited each of the fourteen
schools assigned to her once per month. The records of the com-
munity representatives were also monitored during that visit. Ad-
ditional visits were made upon request. ()

During the 76-77 schbol year, four major staff development sessions -

were held for the District PAC. One of these was a seminar at
Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL), whicz all of
the community representatives attended along with 15 selegted
parents. There were four seminar sessions, each of which ran
once a week for two hours. The last session included an evaluation

by SEDL.

Another workshop included group discussion and field testing of
parent modules/kits from SEDL. There were six kits, with each
containing four lessons. Some of the items contained in these
kits were arts and craft supplies and materials.

A special February session of the District PAC also delivered
training to PAC members in the form of a workshop put 'on by Title I
personnel.

i
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40.

Did the achIEVemsft levels of Title I students improve as a
result of reading>instruction?
ANSWER: Not on the averagé{’<The majority of Title I students
receiving Title I instructional services gained less
than the equivalent of one year's average achievement.
Most students fell farther behind the national norms than
they had been the previous year.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

)

California Achievement Test

i
The California Achievement Test, Reading Subtest, was administeredv
in April, 1976, and again in' April, 1977. Students in grades two

through five who were reported as instructed on the Title I

. instructional personnels' nine-week reports were used in an
sanalysis of reading achievement gains.

Since the objectives for achievement in the Title I.Program are
written in terms of grade equivalents, éhat is what is reported
here.

Figures IV-23 through IV-26 present the percentage of students whe
made gains of designated grade equivalents on Reading Total in
grades two through five respectively. To keep pace with the
national norms, a students would need a gain of 1.0 grade
equivalent. A lesser gain would indicate that the student-fell
behind his previous level relative to other students; a greater
gain would indicate that the student improved his previous level.

- TN
Only 34%, 38%, 23%, and 42% of the~Title I students actuslly
receiving instructional services gained at least 1.0 grade
equivalent in grades two through five respectively.

On the positive side, some Title I students demonstrated

impressive gains. From 117% to 227% at each grade gained 1.5 grade

equivalents (equal to one and one-half year's achievement).

From 37 to 117 of ‘éach grade gained 2.0 or more grade equivelents.
\



Figure IV-23: READING GRADE EQUIVALENT GAINS FOR
TITLE I STUDENTS. ' '

GRADE: 2
° TEST: California Achievement Test

SUBTEST: Reading Total

Students With v Students With
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Figufe Iv-24: READING GRADE EQUIVALENT GAINS FOR

Studants With
Grade Equivalent
Gains Less Than...
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Figure IV-25: READING GRADE EQUIVALENT GAINS FOR
TITLE I STUDENTS.

GRADE: 4

TEST: California Achievement Test

SUBTEST: .~Reading Total

Students With Students Fith
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Figuré IV-26: READING GRADE EQUIVALENT GAINS FOR

Students With

Grade Equivalent
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. 4 . -
Which of the activities proposed in the -CASFA Instructional Component, _
Item three, Part B, were conducted during the year? (&

ANSWER: The instructional activities were implemented as planned
except that not all identified Title I students received

instruction.

~SUPPORTIVE DATA:

School Visitations and Program Descriptions

Classroom observations showed that:

Through school visitations, discussions with school personnel, and
Title I records, the individual school descriptions found in

Chapter III were developed. These reflect closely the proposed
activities in the CASFA. T C .

Nine-Week Reports

By March 18, 1977, only 877 of the identified Title I students had
received instructional services. This is based on the 6,230 stu-
dents identified. The proposed number of students to be identified

was 6,258. _ s

Supervisors' Interviews

The two instructional supervisors for Title I were interviewed in

May, 1977.

According to the instructional supervisors, the following monitoring
and staff development activities were conducted. .

Approximately five regularly scheduled visits were made to each Q
school by one of the supervisors or both. Records were monitored ~~ _
at least once a month by either .of the supervisors. \Q\

v

Nine staff development or inservice sessions were held for Title I
instructional staff.

The amount of direct instructional time provided to individual Title I
students by Title I personnel varied from none to several hours per week.

On the average, a Title I student received about seven Tisﬂtes a
day of instruction from Title I personnel. ‘

Title I students did not receive extra time, in instruetion. They
received almos: exactly the same 'amount of time in reading/language
arts instruction as did non-Title I students (in both Title I and
non-Title I schools). .

Title I étudents worked in slightly larger groups than did non-
Title I students in the same schools.

-
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Title I students spent less time working alone than did non-Title I
students (in Title I and non-Title I schools).

Title I students received slightly more instructional attention from
the classroom teacher than did non-Title I students in the same schools
(an average of six minutes more daily). However, they received less
attention from the classroom teacher than non-Title I students in non-
Title I schools received (16 minutes less on the average).

Title I students spent no more time going from class to class (or reading
lab) than did non-Title I students. ''Hall time' for all groups averaged
to around 15 minutes per day.
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‘"GLOSSARY

1. A.I.S.D. - Austin Independent School District.

2. area directors - five persons in AISD who are responsible for elementary
instructional supervision directly and through the
instructional coordinators assigned to their geographital
area.

3. Boehm Test of Basic Concepts - a standardized achievement test given
to AISD kindergarteners to measure
their learning of preschool concepts.

4. California Achievement Test (CAT) - a standardized achievement test .
battery with norms. ”»

5. CASFA - Consolidated Application for Statejand Federal Assistance;
submitted to TEA to apply for 1976£€5’funds for Title I, , .
5 . SCE, and Migrant projects. k\, C.

) .
6. decision questions - a set of questions which must be answered by
’ program or District decision-makers at some
point in the future, for which the Office of
: Research and Evaluation provides data-based
S _ ' information through evaluation activities.

7. District PAC - District Parent Advisory Committee, made up of represen-
tatives from each of the local campus parent advisory
committees (local PACs) who provide input into planning
of Title I proposals and: perform other advisory functions.

8. ESEA - Elementary and Secondary Education Act. A Federal law passed by
Congress in 1965. It has several title (subsections of this

act) which allocate funds for various purposes.

e

" .9, ESEA Title I - Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 which provides federal funds to educationally deprived

children.

10. ESEA Title I Migrant - Sub-program of ESEA Title I which identifies
and provides special services to migrant children.

11. ESEA Title VII - Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Edcuation Act
of 1965 which provides federal funds for the imp1ementation

of demonstration bilingual programs.

"12. evaluation design - the strategy developed for evaluating the effectiveness,.
of a program.

13. evaluation questions - a set of questions developed during the planning -
stage of evaluation to be used to provide information
relevant to decision questions.




14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
24,

25,
26.
27.

28.

<

Fountain Valley - a diagnostic, objectives-oriented system. for evaluating
student progress in math by testing skills areas. ,
instructional coordinator - a person in AISD who is responsible for
the maintenance and improvement of the
instructional program,

instrument —'any formal data-gathering device; includes tests, question-
naires, and interview forms.

Ladder of Skills - a conceptual learning scale which consists of skill
objectives at each learning level which serve as

the guide for placing each student on an appropriate
learning level, and as the basis for reporting student
reading progress.

»

language arts center - an area in Title I schools where Title I instructional
materials are located and where Title I instructional
personnel serve identified students. It is usually
very similar to a reading lab and functioms as such.

level of significance - a stagistical term used to express the degree
of confidence that differences found among scores
are true differences and not chance differences. -
' )
i
/’l

Local/State Bilingual Program - a program providing services to students
‘ with limited English-speaking ability i
in grades K-5. L

-

Local PAC - a parent advisory committee established on each Title I ~
campus for the purpose of encouraging parental involvement
in school activities and eliciting parental input into the

! planning of Title I activities.

MRT - Metropolitan‘Readiness Test - A reading readiness test given to
' ' all first graders in Austin.

Migrant Project -~ the 1976-77 ESEA Title I Migrant Project in AISD.

ORE - Office_ of Research and Evaluation.

.05 level of significance - only 5 times out of 100 would the weported
outcome have-resulted solely by chance.

SCE - State Compensatory Educaéion; a project funded by the state of
Texas to provide assistance to educationally disadvantaged stud

significant - a term used for statistical confidence in a reported out-
come at a given level (usually ™ 05).

TEA - Texas Education Agency; the state agency responsible for providing

leadership to Texas public schools in curriculum, training, and
administration matters. ‘
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29, Title I community representative - a person placed on Title I campuses
through Title I funds to serve as
a liaison between the school and home.
30. Title I counselor — a counselor placed on most Title I campuses through
Title I funding who provides guidance and counseling
’ services to Title I students in the instructional program.

"31. Title I instructional aide - a person hired through Title I funds and
placed on Title I campuses for the purpose

of assisting in the instruction of students
served by the Title I instructional program.
Title I aides function in the classrooms as
well as the Title I reading labs and language
arts centers.

32. Title I learning coordinator - a person on each Title I campus who
functions in the instructional component
as reading teacher and planner/coordinator
of the delivery of Title I instructional
services on the campus.

- Title I Parent Involvement Specialist - the supervisor of all parental
involvement activities through
. ‘ . . : the Title I Program. _

D . ISR

34. Title I reading teacher - a person funded through Title I who delivers
‘ ~ supplemental reading instruction to Title I
students, usually in a Title I reading lab or
language arts center. .

staff for the Title I Program, (includes Title I Admihistrator,
Guidance and Counseling Supervisor, Reading Supervisérs,
and the Parent Involvement Specialist).

35. Title I Staff - as used in this report, the administrative and superzisdry
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